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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
 
Awareness of and Value Placed on School Social Work: A Study of Pennsylvania’s Public 
School Administrators 
 
By 
 
Jen Marshall, LSW 
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Directed by Dr. John Vafeas 
 
 
 
Social workers have been a part of the school community for over 100 years and, although they 
have proven integral in the lives of students and families, their roles and functions are not 
clearly understood by their chief school administrators. Administrators’ awareness of the role 
and function of school social workers holds implications for the delivery of these services. This 
study explored administrators’ level of awareness and the level of value placed on the role and 
function of school social workers based on the three components of the School Social Work 
Practice Model developed by the School Social Workers Association of America: to provide 
evidence-based educational, behavioral, and mental health service; to provide a school 
environment conducive to student learning; and to maximize access to school-based and 
community-based resources. This study also explored the relationship between the level of 
awareness and the level of value placed on the role and function of school social workers. 
Findings from this study showed Pennsylvania public school administrators are aware and do 
value the role and function of school social workers. Further findings showed a significant 
positive relationship between the level of awareness and the level of value placed on the role 
and function.  
 Keywords: school social workers, administrators, School Social Work Practice Model, 
job role and function 
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Awareness of and Value Placed on School Social Work: A Study of Pennsylvania’s Public 
School Administrators 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
School social workers are well-trained to address the increasingly complex problems 
facing schools in the 21st century. According to Teasley (2018), when school social workers are 
successful in schools, it means students are having successful educational experiences. School 
social workers have the knowledge base to make a difference in schools, therefore administrators 
need to understand their role and function to increase collaboration for student success (Teasley, 
2018). Not all administrators understand how the needs of students and their families can be met 
by a school social worker (Dupper, Rocha, Jackson, & Lodato, 2014).  School social workers are 
equipped with skills in the multisystem practice (Dupper, et al., 2014).  Differences in 
expectations between administrators and school social workers may lead school districts to 
underinvest in the service (Bye, Shepard, Patridge & Alvarez, 2009). It is critical for 
administrators to understand and value the role and function of the school social worker, as 
awareness of these holds implications for the delivery of services. The purpose of this study is to 
uncover administrators’ awareness of the role and function of school social workers based on the 
practice model.  
Problem Statement 
The roles and functions of school social workers vary among school districts. School social 
workers serve individuals, groups, families, and communities. School social workers collaborate 
with other district professionals and connect children and families to community resources. 
School social workers utilize their professional knowledge and skills to support students and 
families (Allen-Meares, 2007). In light of the school social worker’s many roles and 
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responsibilities, four basic functions have been identified as common to all school social 
workers. These are: 
• Consultation with others in the school system as a member of a team 
• Assessment applied to a variety of different roles in direct service, consultation, and 
program development 
• Direct intervention with children and parents in individual, group, and family modalities 
• Assistance with program development (Constable, Kuzmickaite, Harrison, & Volkmann, 
1999) 
These functions serve the larger goal of enabling student learning and success in the school 
environment.  Effective school social work practice consists of collaborating, consulting, 
developing behavior plans, and training others to work with difficult children in the context of a 
child’s daily school experience (Frey & George-Nichols, 2003). School social workers are also 
involved in training and resource-building activities such as staff development, community 
education, and grant writing. School social workers assist interdisciplinary teams by providing 
information from a thorough assessment of students that usually includes information from 
collateral sources. School social workers also provide direct treatment to students. Their training 
and experience in serving a whole system utilizing the ecological systems perspective allow 
them to add a unique perspective to an intervention team. In these ways, school social workers 
are able to orchestrate and support unified and comprehensive intervention plans for students 
(Frey & George-Nichols, 2003). All these roles and functions need to be understood and valued 
by administrators in order to address marginalization and to enhance the positive impact school 
social workers have on the school environment (Sherman, 2016). 
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School social workers and administrators must have a common vision of what role and 
function school social workers have in the school environment (Bye, et al., 2009). However, 
since school social workers spend long hours behind closed doors helping and supporting 
students and families, administrators may not have direct knowledge and insight as to the role 
and function they serve (Beauchermin & Kelly, 2009).  To promote consistency in school social 
work education, credentialing, and professional practice with the goal of improving student 
academic and behavioral outcomes, Frey and colleagues (2013) presented the school social work 
practice model (Cuellar & Theriot, 2017). It is the School Social Work Association of America’s 
(SSWAA) official policy for the delivery of school social work services (SSWAA, 2013). The 
school social work practice model has three goals: 
1. To provide evidence-based education, behavior, and mental health services 
2. To provide a school environment conducive to student learning 
3. To maximize access to school-based and community-based resources (Frey et al. 2013). 
The School Social Work Practice Model describes the skills and services needed for the delivery 
of high quality social work services in schools. The model is designed to promote consistency to 
guide graduate education, credentialing, and professional practice, as well as the evaluation of 
services. The model further empowers school social workers with a coherent framework to guide 
advocacy efforts and service delivery decisions.  Each practice feature is supported by historical 
scholarship and research that delineates the specialized form of professional social work practice. 
The following key constructs are included in each practice: 
1. Home-school-community linkage: A student’s academic achievement and behavior are 
profoundly impacted by the environment, which includes relationships and interactions 
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across home, school, and community settings. Facilitating communication and promoting 
linkages across these systems is a central function of school social work practice.  
2. Ethical guidelines and educational policy: School social workers follow professional 
ethical guidelines and carry out federal, state, and local educational policies to provide 
the highest level of school social work practice.  
3. Education rights and advocacy: School social workers address the ways in which 
structural inequalities and organizational processes affect school quality and education 
outcomes. School social workers are expected to raise issues of diversity and social and 
economic justice that lead to school failure and educational disparities.  
4. Data-based decision-making: School social workers use the best current research to 
design and implement interventions. School social work services should be informed by 
research literature, adapt empirically-supported interventions to fit student needs, and 
evaluate the effectiveness policies, program and practices (Frey et al, 2013).  
Though these constructs exist, the role of a school social worker can vary dramatically 
across schools depending on student and school level needs and contextual factors (Dupper, 
2003). This variation in the roles of school social workers speaks to the need for administrators 
to have a clear understanding of the role and function. 
Statement of Purpose 
Research into awareness of the roles and functions of school social work is important as 
it could lead to an increased awareness of the unique skill set required of social work 
professionals. This understanding, in turn, could increase the value placed on the position. An 
increased value of the position could provide a foundation for advocacy of the position in an era 
of heightened accountability and budget difficulties.   
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Number of School Social Workers  
 
School social work is in its second century as a mature specialty area of social work 
practice (Constable, 2015). It has three national associations and 27 state associations (Phillippo, 
Kelly, Shayman, & Frey, 2017). According to the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (2018) there are 
320,170 school social workers nationally. Only 20 states require an MSW degree for certification 
while 10 require a BSW and one, New York, requires only a Bachelor of Arts degree in any 
discipline. Eighteen states specify coursework as part of their degree requirements, while 
eighteen states have no certification standards for school social workers (Alshuler & Webb, 
2009). The field of school social work is less well defined or prescribed than other student 
support roles in the school (Kelly, Frey, Anderson-Butcher, 2010). 
According to the Pennsylvania Association of School Social Work (PASSWP) Personnel 
during the 2016-2017 school year, there were 287 School Social Workers and 283 Home and 
School Visitors for a total of 570 such personnel in the state of Pennsylvania. The following 
school year 2017-18, there were 328 School Social Workers and 262 Home and School Visitors 
for a total of 590 personnel in the state.  According to Pennsylvania Department of Education 
(2020), during the 2018-2019 school year, there were 950 positions classified as either Home and 
School Visitor or School Social Worker. Of those 950 positions, they were filled by 569 staff, (in 
some cases with individuals filling multiple positions). 
The Certification and Staffing Policy Guidelines (CSPG) provide guidance and 
clarification to educators regarding the issuance of professional certificates, the grade level and 
content scope of certificate subject areas, and the appropriate certificate for staffing professional 
positions in public schools.  Pennsylvania Department of Education (2011) CSPG 210-School 
Social worker (PK-12) lists the staffing assignment as a person employed to perform the 
following duties and functions: 
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• Conduct formal and informal assessments of student functioning, developmental history, 
family and community structure, interpersonal relationships, adaptive behavior, and 
cultural factors that may influence learning 
• Use student, family, school and community assessment to develop appropriate 
interventions to improve student learning 
• Develop intervention plans 
• Assist in planning of therapeutic, remedial, and behavioral modifications 
• Provide direct interventions to students 
• Provide supportive case work 
• Provide parent counseling and training 
• Assist students and their families to gaining access to community resources 
• Consult with stakeholders to facilitate an understanding of student’s home environment 
These duties are closely aligned to those of CSPG 77 Home and School Visitor as described 
by the Pennsylvania Department of Education (2019):  
• Develop positive interpersonal relationships between members of the pupil personnel 
services team and community resources to facilitate optimal school opportunities 
• Engage in social case work 
• Investigate family problems 
• Assist staff in collaborating with community resource providers 
• Serves as attendance officer occasionally  
• Provide for students’ needs through appropriate referral to a certified school psychologist 
or guidance counselor 
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Even though some districts and administrators will use these job titles interchangeably, there 
are differences in the roles and functions. Administrators must understand the differences in the 
job descriptions. 
Based on the data from Pennsylvania’s Department of Education, the number of school social 
workers in the state of Pennsylvania is increasing. In order to deploy this increasing resource 
effectively, there needs to be more research in the area of administrators’ awareness of roles and 
functions. According to Franklin (2005), school social workers must prepare themselves to work 
in a high-performance, outcome-driven work environment. High-stakes accountability in which 
student achievement and other performance measures are directly linked to school funding and 
accreditation is becoming standard practice. As this trend continues, Pennsylvania school social 
workers have an opportunity to advance their standing in the field and validate the profession. 
School social workers provide many different services in a variety of setting and with 
diverse populations. Consequently, school social workers have often been seen as separate from 
the educational operations of the school system. Furthermore, they may not even be called school 
social workers. Sometimes school social workers are titled according to the source of funding for 
their position (Alvarez, et al., 2013). Regardless of the title given to the position by the district, 
administrators need a better understanding of the role and function of position held by a school 
social worker.  
According to Lige (2021), student mental health and inequality have been recognized 
challenges in the school system for decades. Among children who receive mental health services, 
an estimated 70 percent to 80 percent of them primarily receive those services at school. School 
social workers can assist educators in identifying evidence-based practices to maintain a safe and 
effective learning environment and address these challenges. Prioritizing student mental health 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     8 
 
 
 
and social justice in public schools can decrease overreliance on suspensions, expulsions, and 
other coercive disciplines measures (Finigan-Car & Shaia, 2018). 
In a study by Bye, Shepard, Partridge, and Alvarez (2009), both school administrators 
and social workers viewed the provision of mental health services as the major benefit of 
employing school social workers. For example, one school administrator stated that the school 
social worker "assists in student emotional health so that more effective learning can take place" 
(Bye, et al, 2009). Another frequently cited benefit mentioned by school social workers and 
administrators was the provision of training and consultation services. School social workers are 
more likely than administrators to identify advocating for students and families as benefits of 
their services.  Also, school social workers identify behavior evaluations and interventions as 
benefits of school social work services. Administrators highlighted contributing to students’ 
academic success and the positive impact on school climate as beneficial services of school 
social workers. Both school administrators and school social workers indicated that increasing 
school attendance and decreasing discipline problems were the most expected outcomes of 
school social work services. These are important outcomes because school attendance has been 
linked to academic achievement and decreasing discipline problems allows students to perform 
better academically. This 2009 study by Bye, Shepard, Partridege, and Alvarez, demonstrated the 
important roles school social workers can hold for the districts they serve and the need for 
administrators to understand the roles.  
Research Questions 
Using the school social work practice model (Frey, et. al., 2013) as a guide, there are three 
research questions: 
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1. What is Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of awareness of the role and 
function of school social workers based on the National School Social Work Practice 
Model as operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
f. Maximizing access to community-based resources? 
2. What level of value do Pennsylvania school administrators place on the role and function 
of school social workers based on the National School Social Work Practice Model as 
operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
f. Maximizing access to community-based resources? 
3. What is the relationship between Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of 
awareness of the role and function of school social workers and the level of value they 
place on that role and function? 
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The purpose of these research questions is to uncover the level of awareness 
administrators have of the roles and functions of school social workers, the level of value 
administrators place on the position, and if there is a relationship between the level of awareness 
and the level of value placed on the role and function.   
Overview of Methodology 
Survey method was utilized. An electronic questionnaire was used to gather quantitative 
data in a single administration. Surveys can be used to capture factual and attitudinal information 
about the phenomenon in education. For more than 75 years, sample surveys have remained a 
remarkably useful and efficient tool for learning about people’s opinions and behaviors 
(Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). 
Rationale and Significance 
  The level of awareness held by administrators regarding the roles and functions of school 
social workers has implications for the delivery of services. The literature points out that schools 
need to be organized environments in which personnel have a clear understanding of 
expectations for each other, so students receive the best services (Alshuler & Webb, 2009). 
School social workers must continually educate stakeholders about their role in the school and 
the services they can provide to students (Garrett, 2006). For school social work to be fully 
valued, the school organization must understand the service outcomes and benefits provided by 
the school social workers.  
 Because administrators work with various professionals, it is necessary for them to 
become familiar with everyone’s role and function (Higy, Haberkorn, Pope, & Gilmore, 2012). 
School social workers have been actively involved in schools for over 100 years, and although 
they have proven integral in the lives of students and families, they remain an underused 
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resource with the school system, largely because their administrators do not fully understand 
their role and function. According to Haynes (2002), the primary goal of school is student 
academic development; however, this goal cannot be accomplished without taking on the 
responsibility for addressing the social and behavioral needs of students, which can be 
accomplished by a school social worker. Addressing these needs creates a paradigm shift in 
education and social workers must take this opportunity to further define their roles within 
schools (Sherman, 2016). The literature is very clear that school social workers possess the skills 
necessary to assist students. However, what is not clear in the literature is the understanding 
administrators have of the role and function of school social workers.  
Role of Researcher and Researcher Assumptions 
 The researcher is currently a practicing school social worker who believes that school 
social workers bring great value to the schools they serve. School social workers not only 
support students, they also support the school staff, and therefore, their roles and functions need 
to be understood by their administrators.  These beliefs have driven research in this area to 
discover what level of awareness administrators have and the level of value they place upon the 
role and function of school social workers.  
Definitions of Key Terms 
Job Role 
 
 In simple terms, a job role is a noun that describes what a person does in a work setting 
(Openshaw, 2008).   The job role of a school social worker involves wearing many hats, 
including truancy officer, case manager, student and parent advocate, student mediator, 
counselor, and broker of resources. The school social worker role as defined by School Social 
Worker Association of America (2008) includes assessor, crisis manager, family counselor, 
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home/school/community liaison, mediator, and small group therapist. It also includes advocate, 
case manager, collaborator, consultant, coordinator, facilitator, grant writer, liaison, team 
member, and parent educator.  
Job Function 
 
Job function is the set of tasks or activities undertaken by a person in that position. Job 
functions are detailed views of the various activities an employee performs (Openshaw, 
2008).  Typically, school social workers are the only social worker on site, which means they 
serve unique functions within their schools (Openshaw, 2018). The function of a school social 
worker is to provide direct and indirect interventions to the districts they serve. Direct 
interventions address the immediate concerns of at-risk students and their families, and indirect 
interventions include working with the school, community, and external agency personnel to 
address at-risk student concerns (School Social Workers Association of American, 2008).  
Administrators 
 
For the purpose of this study, the term administrators will refer to two levels: building 
administration and district administration. Building-level administration will include principals 
and assistant principals. District-level administration will include those with central decision- 
making powers, such as creating and filling the position of a school social worker. Those include 
district superintendents, assistant superintendents, directors and supervisors.   
School Social Work Practice Model 
 
To clarify the roles and functions of school social workers, researchers and school social 
work practitioners partnered with the School Social Work Association of America (SSWAA) to 
create a National School Social Work Practice Model (Frey et al., 2013).  The model delineates 
the types of services a certified school social worker with a caseload of roughly 250 students 
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should be expected to perform. It was designed to provide a common framework for the 
school social work profession by promoting consistency in the education, credentialing, practice 
and evaluation of school social workers (Kelly et al., 2013). The model is based on three goals: 
1. Provide evidence-based education, behavior, and mental health services 
2. Promote a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and teaching 
excellence 
3. Maximize access to school-based and community-based resources (Frey et al., 2013). 
This model will be used as the primary lens for discussing school social work practice 
throughout this study. 
Evidence-Based Practices 
 Evidence-Based Practices are a process in which the practitioner combines well-
researched interventions with clinical experience, ethics, client preferences, and culture to guide 
and inform the delivery of treatments and services (McNeece, & Thyer, 2004).  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
A literature review was conducted using the Social Work Abstracts (EBSCO) search 
engines. The phrase “school social work” was used to scan subject headings, and the words 
“function” or “role” or “administrators” were used as key words. Additional searches were also 
completed using “history of school social work” and “framework of public education”. No date 
was used to limit the search; the literature review scanned all available publication time periods.  
History 
School social workers have been providing services to public schools for over a century. 
These services have evolved over time, but they have maintained an overall purpose of 
addressing environmental barriers that negatively affect the ability of students to succeed 
academically (Constable, 2006). Initially developed outside the school system, social work in 
school began in 1906 when private agencies and civic organizations connected external social 
workers with schools (Allen-Meres, 2006; Costin, 1969). The first school social workers were 
called visiting teachers. In 1913, the Board of Education in Rochester, New York, created a 
formal visiting teacher program. In 1921, the visiting teachers formed their own association, 
which later became the National Association of Social Workers (Kelly, Raines, Stone, & Frey, 
2010). In 1923, the Commonwealth Fund of New York increased the visibility of school social 
workers by providing financial support for a program to prevent juvenile delinquency that 
included the hiring of 30 school social workers in 20 rural and urban communities across the 
United States (Dupper, 2003). The early 20th century was also a time of great development for 
the profession of school social work due to two major influences on the field: the passage of 
compulsory school attendance laws and an increased knowledge of individual differences. The 
increased attention to the profession grew out of the need to enforce compulsory school 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     15 
 
 
 
attendance. School social workers’ responsibility was to address attendance problems by making 
home visits (Morrison, 2006). As compulsory education laws expanded, states became 
responsible for providing an education for all children. In turn, schools quickly became aware of 
individual differences among students, and there was a need for staff to address those students 
with differences. Previous to the expansion of compulsory school attendance laws, students who 
presented a challenge were simply not enrolled. This was the beginning of the therapeutic role 
for school social workers in schools. In Ruth Smalley’s (1942) article What Place-School Social 
Worker? she describes a school social worker as having a position to meet many children and to 
evaluate their reaction to the social situation outside their homes, their ability to relate 
themselves to others, and how they are using their new experiences for growth. According to 
Costin (1978), the increased awareness of student differences and a desire to understand behavior 
problems expanded the visiting teacher’s role to developing interventions to prevent social 
maladjustments.  Due to their emphasis on the ecological perspective, school social workers 
were considered better suited to address truancy and behavioral issues than, other school 
professionals. This is the time in the history of the development of social work theory for 
practice where the social work systems paradigm and the emergence of understanding human 
behavior in the social environment happened.  This is a central development that allowed school 
social workers to differentiate themselves from psychologists and school counselors. The 
ecological perspective enabled school social workers to broaden their conceptualization of 
students’ problems and increased the number of potential interventions. An ecological 
perspective demands that school social workers be dually focused in their interventions by 
strengthening coping patterns and growth potential of students and their families (Dupper, 2013).  
 They were addressing these issues and at the same time educating families on school 
requirements and community resources. However, due to a paradigm shift from the community-
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oriented perspective to a focus on the behavioral needs of students, the role of the school social 
worker also shifted to counselor in the school rather than a community support (Phillippo & 
Blosser, 2013). Arbuckle’s (1967), seminal article Counselor, Social Worker, Psychologist: Let’s 
“Ecumernicalize” discussed the function of the three roles in a school: counselor, social worker, 
and psychologist. He emphasized that much like the counselor and psychologist, the school 
social worker is a professional worker in their own right, working in a school with teachers, but 
not as teacher. This article further explores the role of the school social worker in a host setting. 
The function of the role aligns with the paradigm shift that was taking place; understanding and 
providing help for children who are having difficulties in using the resources of the school 
effectively within the program of the school.  
In 1945, The U.S Office of Education recommended that a professional school social 
work certificate require a master’s degree in social work (MSW). Ten years later, the National 
Association of Social Workers (NASW), established the school social work specialty in their by-
laws (Dupper, 2003).  
In 1969, Costin conducted the first national study on functions performed by school 
social workers. She concluded that, at the time, school social workers considered individual 
clinical caseworker as their primary role. She found that school social workers were not 
addressing community and school conditions that contributed to the problems in student 
learning. She also found that their roles did not play a part in school leadership and policy 
making.  In 1973, the NASW Council on Social Work in School met for the first time. The 
following year, the first set of standards for school social work services was developed by 
NASW. Those standards emphasized prevention as an important theme (Dupper, 2003). Costin 
(1981) conducted a similar study to the one she conducted in 1969 and described the functions of 
school social workers using six categories: 
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1. To help people increase their competence and their planned change process and 
coping abilities 
2. To help people obtain resources 
3. To make organizations responsive to people  
4. To facilitate interaction between individuals 
5. To influence interaction between organizations and institutions 
6. To influence social and environmental policy.   
In 1985, the NASW National School Social Work Conference, “Education Excellence in 
Transitional Times,” was held in New Orleans, Louisiana, and resulted in the publication of 
Achieving Education Excellence for Children at Risk, which contains papers from the 
conference.  In 1992, the school social work credentialing exam developed by the Educational 
Testing Service and Allen-Meares (2006) was administered for the first time. During the same 
year, standards for social work services in school were revised by the NASW Education 
Commission Task Force. Two years later, the NASW launched school social work as its first 
practice section. In the same year, the School Social Work Association of America (SSWAA) 
was formed.  
More recent studies on the roles of school social workers attempt to extend the literature 
by describing the context of school social work practice, creating conceptual models for practice, 
and linking practice to major initiatives in education such as response to intervention (RTI). 
Although these studies primarily focus on the perspectives of school social workers, they provide 
several implications for administrators, such as using social workers to support at-risk students. 
Kelly et al. (2010) examined the context of school social work practice in the new millennium. 
At the time, a national study of school social work practice had not been completed in over 15 
years (Kelly et al., 2010).  Kelly et al. (2010) attempted to understand if school social work 
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practice reflected current trends, such as ecological theory, RTI, and positive behavior support 
(PBS). Survey research methodology was used to describe the practice modalities used by school 
social workers, student characteristics and utilization of services, respondent characteristics, and 
the current work settings of school social workers (Kelly et al., 2010). More specifically, the 
study asked respondents to report the amount of time spent implementing prevention, clinical, 
and administrative activities (Kelly et al., 2010). Over half of the respondents reported that the 
majority of their time was spent providing individual counseling (Kelly et al., 2010). Thirty 
percent reported that most of their time was spent providing group counseling, and 21% reported 
that the majority of their time was spent doing family work (Kelly et al., 2010). Classroom 
groups and working with teachers was reported less frequently. Further, school social workers 
reported that a minimal amount of time was spent on leadership roles, such as program planning, 
serving on school committees, and improving the school culture (Kelly et al., 2010). However, 
respondents reported that 30% of their time was spent fulfilling administrative tasks, such as 
completing case notes and returning phone calls (Kelly et al., 2010). The authors also reported 
that the provision of mental health services is an important role for school social workers (Kelly 
et al., 2010). The majority of the students served by the respondents did not receive individual 
counseling or other clinical services outside of the school setting (Kelly et al., 2010). Although 
some school social workers are finding ways to develop programs, to engage in prevention work, 
and to develop other activities aligned with RTI and PBS, clinical casework appears to be the 
primary practice modality of school social workers (Kelly et al., 2010; Peckover et al., 2013). 
Social workers have been a part of the school community for over 100 years and, 
although they have proven integral in the lives of students and families, they remain an 
underused resource within that community (Sherman, 2016).  Dupper, (2003) discussed the role 
of school social workers as one that is particularly vulnerable to being underappreciated and not 
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understood by school personnel. Garrett (2006) and Goren (2002) stressed that school social 
workers need to improve their visibility, viability, and value. 
Generalist Practice 
 Social work is a helping profession. Social workers may work within an organization to 
create change, and in the process will convene small groups and interview individuals. Social 
workers operate under a set of core professional values, ethical principles and practice standards 
from the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) Code of Ethics (2018). 
Social workers work with individuals. These individuals are part of families, groups, 
organizations, communities, and institutions. They work towards empowering those individuals 
and creating an environment where those persons can reach their fullest potential. Generalist 
social work practice has four basic characteristics: 
1. Relies on a broad knowledge base that consists of a liberal arts foundation and knowledge 
and skills unique to social work profession 
2. Takes a strengths perspective 
3. Focuses on the organization context of practice 
4. Focuses on social, economic, and environmental justice (Gasker, 2019). 
Social workers demonstrate skills and knowledge in nine practice areas: 
1. Carrying out ethical and professional behavior 
2. Engaging diversity in practice 
3. Advancing human rights and social, economic, and environmental justice 
4. Engaging in practice-informed research and research-informed practice 
5. Engaging in policy practice 
6. Engaging with individuals, families, groups, organizations, and communities.  
7. Assessing individuals, families, groups, organizations, and communities. 
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8. Intervening with individuals, families, groups, organizations, and communities 
9. Evaluating practice with individuals, families, groups, organizations, and communities 
(Gasker, 2019).   
School social workers utilize a generalist perspective. Generalist practice is the use of the 
plan change process to intervene with systems of various sizes, including individuals, families, 
groups, organizations, and communities. The plan change process is a step-by-step model that 
includes engaging with the client, assessing problem areas and identifying strengths, creating and 
carrying out an intervention plan, evaluating the success of that intervention, and terminating the 
client–practitioner relationship. The generalist operates within a system and person-in-
environment framework and recognizes that many problems require intervention with more than 
one system. School social workers often must educate other employees in the education system 
about their skills and capabilities. They also must educate students and their parents about the 
role and function of school social work in order to receive permission from parents to work with 
their children. School social workers work independently from other social workers and in non-
typical social service settings where each social worker must determine his or her own work 
routine and job description. In order to work alone, school social workers should understand the 
generalist model to intervene in all levels and all situations with individuals, groups, the 
community, parents, and school teams. They must have a clear understanding of the values and 
ethics of the profession and be able to make decisions with clients that are congruent with social 
work values, without the opportunity to consult with other social workers (Openshaw, 2008). 
Public School Framework 
 The governance of public schools incorporates various entities at the federal, state, and 
local level. These entities work together to create a system that addresses the needs of students at 
the local level while establishing education quality across the country (Chen, 2019).  
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Chen (2019) noted the federal government is limited to four basic functions in public 
education: 
• Policies related to education funding 
• Collection of data and research 
• Identification of problems in education at the national level 
• Enforcement of discrimination laws 
The states are exclusively responsible for overseeing public education. State governments 
determine how much of their budget will be used for education funding. States are relatively 
autonomous in the decision-making process, although the federal government does exert some 
influence through their funding decisions. Most states have a state-level department of education 
that is responsible for overseeing public education (Chen, 2019). According to the U.S. 
Department of Education (2020), some of the functions of the state in public education include: 
• Providing and allocating funding for public schools 
• Setting state standards for assessments and curriculum 
• Overseeing special services for students with disabilities or other learning challenges 
• Licensing all private and public schools in the state, including charter schools 
• Licensing teachers and other staff members in public schools 
• Developing a system for electing and appointing at least some of the local and state 
school board members 
Schools are typically governed locally-elected school boards responsible for overseeing a 
specific school district. School boards have a long history of governing public schools that dates 
back over a century. According to the National School Board Association (2020), local school 
boards serve a variety of functions, including: 
• Oversight and development of school policies with their district 
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• Adoption of the school budget and allocation of resources 
• Employment of district superintendent 
• Development and adoption of district curriculum 
• Acceptance of collective bargaining agreements 
• Determination of policies to guide hiring of other district staff 
The local school board is involved in both the policymaking and administration of the public 
schools in their district. While they do not involve themselves in the daily operations of the 
schools, they are expected to create an organizational structure in which individual schools can 
operate efficiently (Chen, 2019).  
Ecological Framework  
 Ecological theory is fundamentally concerned with the interaction of interdependent 
organisms and their environment. Likewise, the profession of social work was built upon an 
acknowledgement that individuals, families, groups, and communities interact with their 
environments and are shaped by them (Teater, 2014). Individuals do not operate in isolation, but 
are influenced by their physical and social environments in which they live and interact. Taking 
an ecological perspective toward social work practice involves taking into consideration a person 
and the environment around her or him and this is referred to as the person and environment 
concept. 
School social workers have been influenced by conditions and events in both the 
educational system and the larger societal conditions (Hare & Rome, 1999). The field has also 
been influenced by major federal legislation and certain Supreme Court decisions. The first 
federal legislation is the compulsory school attendance laws that were introduced state-by-state 
in the early 1900’s. The requirements of these laws compelled school social workers to focus on 
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factors that contributed to truancy and poor school performance. These laws created a situation 
where school social workers were educating teachers about particular neighborhoods and their 
social conditions, such as poverty, poor health, and exploitation of children through child labor 
(Dupper, 2003). This focus continued until the 1920s when the mental hygiene movement shifted 
the focus of school social work to therapeutic casework with children who were viewed as 
having emotional and behavioral disturbances (Germain & Bloom, 1999). 
 The Great Depression of the 1930s returned the focus of school social work back to the 
adverse social conditions and physical needs of students. From the 1940s through the 1950s, the 
number of school social workers grew and their focus was taken back to clinical practice 
(Freeman, 1995). The 1954 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, KS decision determined that 
separate education facilities on the basis of race are unequal and unconstitutional. As a result, 
schools had to desegregate classrooms and educate an increasing number of students whose 
lifestyles and languages were different from the then-current middle-class orientation of the 
school (Dupper, 2003). Around the same time, new legislation increased the federal 
government’s role in public education (Germain & Bloom, 1999).  The Civil Rights Act of 1964 
prohibited discrimination in the operation of federally-assisted programs based on race, color, or 
national origin, and assisted school staff (school social workers) to address problems caused by 
desegregation (Dupper, 2003). The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), 
through Title I, authorized grants for compensatory education in elementary and secondary 
schools for children of low-income families (Dupper, 2003). Some school districts used the 
money from these grants to hire school social workers to address the needs of the students from 
low-income families (Germain & Bloom, 1999). In 1972, the Education Amendment (Title IX) 
was passed. It was the first comprehensive federal law to prohibit sex discrimination in the 
admission and treatment of students by an education institution receiving federal assistance. Title 
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IX also prohibited schools that were receiving federal funds from discriminating against pregnant 
teens and teen mothers. The following year, the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 
504) was passed. This Act provided for the protection of students who have a disability and may 
need special accommodations but not special education and/or related services. For example, 
students with Attention Deficit Disorders may receive services under Section 504 (Dupper, 
2003).  
In 1974, two acts were passed that had a direct effect on the field of school social work: 
the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act provided federal financial 
assistance to states that had implemented programs for the identification, prevention, and 
treatment of child abuse. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act provided 
resources to develop and implement programs to keep elementary and secondary students in 
school (Dupper, 2003). These Acts coincided with the two roles of school social workers at the 
time, as the focus was on clinical casework with students and their families. Also in 1974, the 
Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) was passed, requiring that any educational 
institution receiving federal funds would lose those funds unless it provided parents the right of 
full access to their child’s full educational records, as well as the right to change inaccurate or 
misleading records (Dupper, 2003). The following year, the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act was passed. This brought about a major shift in the responsibility for educating 
children with disabilities by establishing the right of all children with disabilities to a free and 
appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE). This Act also 
provided, for the first time, legislative recognition to social workers for their contribution to the 
education process (Dupper, 2003). All these Acts played a major role in shaping the modern role 
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and function of school social workers by redefining the expectations of educational institutions 
for the services they are to provide to their students.  
 In addition to the-above noted legislation action, certain court decisions during the 1960s 
and 1970s focused on addressing the interests of the school and the rights of students in matters 
related to student discipline. Cheadle Hulme School, founded in Manchester, England, in 1855, 
adopted in loco parentis (in place of the parents) as its motto, well before the world's first public 
education act, the Elementary Education Act of 1870. The School was established to educate and 
care for orphans and children of distressed parents (Freeman, 1995). The in loco parentis 
doctrine gives power to school officials to exercise the same control over students at school as 
their parents do at home (Dupper, 2003). How, when, and to what extent to exercise that power 
has and will continue to be disputed in court cases such as New Jersey v T.L.O, (1985), which 
was heard in the Supreme Court. In this case, it was held that the Fourth Amendment protection 
against unreasonable search and seizure applies in the schools (Dupper, 2003).  In response to 
societal changes, as well as legislative and judicial actions, school social workers continued to 
apply their focus on helping to modify school conditions and policies that had a detrimental 
impact on students by applying general systems theory and the ecological perspective as the 
framework for their practice (Costin, 1978).  
 In the 1980s and 1990s, legislation was passed to ensure that all vulnerable groups of 
children received an education. One of the Acts that greatly impacted the work of school social 
workers was the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, which was passed in 1987.  
This Act provided funds to ensure that homeless children receive an education. Additionally, the 
Improving America’s School Act was passed in 1994. It is the largest existing federal education 
program and it extended services to teen parents and neglected or delinquent youth in state 
institutions and day programs. This Act specified that school social workers should be included 
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in prevention programs for at-risk students (Dupper, 2003). In 1990, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) also specifically identified school social workers as qualified 
providers of early intervention services including home visits, psychosocial assessment, 
counseling, and coordination of community resources (Freeman, 1995). Also in 1990, social 
work services in school were officially added to the list of related services required to assist 
children with disabilities (Hare & Rome, 1999).  
Hare and Rome (1999) credited a number of changes in the health care system as 
impacting the role and function of school social workers. One of the most important changes was 
Medicaid funding as a means to finance social work services in the schools. This resulted in 
many school social workers needing to obtain clinical credentials in order to be recognized as a 
provider of Medicaid-funded services (Hare & Rome, 1999). 
Another factor affecting the role and function of school social workers was the focus on 
reducing school violence. In 1994, the federal Gun-Free School Act was passed to address this 
issue. Also in 1994, the Goals 2000: Educate America Act was passed with the objectives of 
improving high school graduation standards, setting high standards of student academic 
achievement, increasing parental involvement, and creating safe, disciplined and drug-free 
schools. School social workers were specifically listed as related services personnel (Dupper, 
2003). 
The ecological perspective enabled school social workers to broaden their 
conceptualization of students’ problems and increased the number of potential interventions. An 
ecological perspective demands that school social workers be dually focused in their 
interventions by strengthening coping patterns and growth potential of students and their families 
(Dupper, 2013).  
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Theories 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
 
 Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is a theory in psychology symbolized by a five-level 
pyramid representing the needs of the individual. Physiological needs are at the bottom and self- 
actualization is at the top of the pyramid. The other levels, moving upward include safety and 
security, love and belonging and esteem (Maslow, 1943). 
 In an academic environment, self-actualization includes students thinking critically and 
creatively and solving problems. This is a goal for most, if not all schools. However, as Maslow 
suggests, before students can maximize their potential at the top of the pyramid, they must first 
fulfill the lower-level needs, including the basic physiological needs. Students will be unable to 
fulfill their academic goals if these needs are not met (Toms, 2015). Nealis’ (2013) article 
described a group of school professionals as specialized instruction support personnel (SISP). 
Their services address barriers to educational success, ensure positive conditions for learning and 
help all students achieve academically. School social workers are included in the SISP group of 
professionals. Many students come to school with issues related to internal and external 
influences, such as family discord, community violence, physical and mental health, social 
pressures, and bullying.  These are barriers to learning and keep students focused on the lower 
sections of Maslow’s hierarchy. School social workers can help students overcome these barriers 
in order to achieve the goal of academic success which is higher on the hierarchy. School social 
workers can help principals design school-wide programs and policies to promote a positive 
climate for learning and address the larger issues of bullying, harassment, and social injustice. 
They are trained to consult with teachers, principals, and other school personnel as soon as they 
identify or suspect a problem. In addition, school social workers are qualified to provide ongoing 
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professional development to staff to further address student needs and to remove barriers to 
academic success (Nealis, 2013). 
Open Systems Theory 
Open systems theory refers to the concept that organizations are strongly influenced by 
their environments. The broader environment consists of other organizations that exert various 
forces of an economic, political, or social nature (Scott & Davis, 2007).  Open systems theory 
emerged as part of the intellectual movement following the Second World War (WWII). The 
central theme was the connections among topics studied in other scientific disciplines. Its 
founder, Ludwig von Bartalanffy, was concerned about the growing compartmentalization of the 
sciences. Bertalanffy and his associates pointed out that many of the most important units studied 
and observed by scientists can all be included under the general classification of a system. These 
units include nuclear particles, atoms, molecules, cells, organs, organisms, ecological 
communities, groups, organizations, societies and social systems. Open systems are capable of 
self-maintenance on the basis of an exchange of resources from the environment. Interaction 
with the environment is essential for open system functioning (Scott & Davis, 2007). One 
example of such a system is public education.  
Open systems theory has profoundly altered how we understand schools as organizations 
and the demands placed upon educational leaders. Treating schools as if they are independent of 
their environment leads to wide misperceptions of the driving factors behind organizational 
change. Studies of accountability movements, teacher professionalization, and instructional 
leadership all benefit from a strong open systems approach to understanding environmental 
demands and the resulting adaptation in school policy and its implementation or lack thereof 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1978).  
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Contingency Theory 
 
 As a branch of open system theory, contingency theory stresses that the decisions of an 
organization are contingent on environmental conditions.  The main idea of contingency theory 
is that organizations whose internal features match the demands of their environments will best 
adapt to the environment. The more varied the types of environments confronted by the 
organizations the more differentiated the internal structures need to be. Lawrence and Lorsch 
coined the label contingency theory in 1967 and detailed a list of factors that are considered 
important to the theory. They include size or scale, technology, geography, uncertainty, 
individual predispositions of participants, resource dependency, national or cultural difference, 
scope, and organization life cycle (Lawrence, 1993). These factors have expanded the context 
and scope of contingency theory and helped to maintain its applicability to modern 
organizations, especially public schools.  
The core belief of contingency theory is that best practices depend on the contingencies 
of the situation. Contingency theory is often called the “it all depends” theory, because when you 
ask a contingency theorist for an answer, the typical response is that “it all depends.” While this 
may sound simplistic, assessing the contingencies on which decisions are made can be very 
complex. Contingency theorists try to identify and measure the conditions under which things 
will likely occur (Schoech, 2006). Since public schools vary substantially, contingency theory 
offers a useful approach to analyze their structure. The term contingency, as used in contingency 
theory, is similar to its use in direct practice. A contingency is a relationship between two 
phenomena. If one phenomenon exists, then a conclusion can be drawn about another 
phenomenon. Public schools are a public administrative organization and a political unit of local 
government. The varying demand of organized interests, different levels of government, and 
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voters and students from communities within the school district may combine to shape the 
district’s behavior and ultimately affect the core of the organization. Public schools thus face 
numerous environmental and resource constraints (Simon, 1999). 
In addition to these two theories, there are three other organizational concepts which are 
important to the field of school social work: formalization, standardization, and centralization 
(Dupper, 2003). Formalization refers to the degree to which rules, policies, and procedures that 
govern behavior in the organization are set forth and codified (Scott & Davis, 2003). 
Standardization is a type of formalization in which organizations have uniform ways of dealing 
with similar situations (Dupper, 2003).  Centralization refers to the concentration of power, 
authority, and decision making at the central office, while decentralization refers to site-based 
management where principals and staff at the building level have choice in decision-making in 
their school (Scott & Davis, 2003). These concepts are important because they impact the types 
of services that school social workers are able to offer (Dupper, 2003).  
School Social Workers and Their Administrators 
School principals understand that each staff member fills a unique role in creating student 
success. Each staff member must have clear knowledge of his or her duties and how these 
correspond to those of others and contribute to the overall goals of the school (Demsch, 
O’Connor & Friedman, 2001). The role of the school social worker can only be realized if the 
principal accepts the value of the service (Higy, Haberkorn, Pope, & Gilmore, 2012).  Higy, et 
al. (2012) conducted a pilot study in which they explored how school administrators perceive 
school social workers. They found that Masters of School Administration (MSA) interns do not 
have a united understanding of how school workers spend their time. Their data shows that MSA 
interns had very diverse awareness on what school social workers do in the school environment. 
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This is just one study that shows the disconnect between the role and function of school social 
workers and the perspective of their administrators.  
School social work involves supporting students in their schools, families, and 
communities to help them reach their full potential in the educational setting. School social 
workers provide the bridge between schools, homes, and the community while supports for 
families are decreasing and the areas of need are increasing (NASW, 2017). School social work 
is distinguished from other school-based professions because the role and function are not based 
on aspects of the curriculum.  This difference between school social workers and other school 
professionals creates a challenge for school social workers to define their role and function 
within the school setting, due to school social workers practicing in a setting dominated by non-
social workers.   
Corbin (2005) used case studies of ten school social workers to explore opportunities for 
increased involvement in leadership and policy making in their schools that resulted from 
comprehensive school reform legislation. School social workers were included on three key 
teams that have evolved from this legislation: site-based decision-making teams, child study 
teams, and parent-teacher teams. Though these changes are enforced by the education policy 
makers, the role of a school social worker remains an island in the educational world. This 
ambiguity and disconnect makes it difficult to communicate the value of the profession, gain 
support from administration, and advocate for the profession and the students served.  In their 
study surveying 125 school social workers, Altshuler and Webb (2009) argued that the lack of 
clarity about the school social worker role contributes to the misunderstanding and 
underutilization of school social work services. When their role and function are not understood, 
school social workers are less likely to be visible in the services they deliver and less likely to 
have their clinical work linked to the overall mission of public schools.  
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Tower (2000) conducted a study to learn about the attitudes towards school social 
workers from special education staff and administrator perspectives. She hypothesized that 
educators’ attitudes towards social workers are inhibiting the expansion of school social work 
services. The survey consisted of 50 open-ended and closed-ended questions about the special 
educators’ attitudes and experiences with school psychologists, counselors, and social workers 
(Tower, 2000). A review of the results showed that 14.2 percent of respondents rated social 
workers as equal in value to school psychologists and counselors. A significant relationship was 
found between the special educators’ knowledge of social work roles and the value they assigned 
to their services. Only 27.7 percent of the 368 respondents were able to identify three social 
workers’ tasks from a brief list of eight common support tasks. In comparison, 64.9 percent were 
able to identify all three school psychologists’ tasks (Tower, 2000). Lastly, Tower (2000) found 
a contrast in the results regarding attitudes about social work services. When special educators 
were asked to rank the importance of tasks to increase the success of their students with 
disabilities (home visits, advocating for resources for students, helping teachers discover new 
resources, liaison between school and welfare agencies, working to change policies, etc.), 
without disclosing that the tasks 13 were associated with school social workers, consistently 
educators agreed that these social work tasks are important to student success. 
Educational reform strategies have focused on the services provided to students within 
the school to affect student outcomes. These reforms have caused a trickle-down effect to school 
social workers and their roles within the schools.  These reforms include Positive Behavior 
Interventions and Supports (PBIS), evidence-based practice, increasing mental health services 
provided in the schools, accountability requirements, and data-driven decision making (Corbin, 
2005). For many schools, the implementation of PBIS has been prioritized to address growing 
behavior concerns. According to Aderson-Ketchmar and Alvarez (2010), school social workers 
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can play an integral role in implementation of PBIS because of their skill set.  These skills 
include data collection, analysis, and interpretation, selection of evidence-based interventions, 
consultation, assessment, observation, documentation, and a connection to community resources 
and families. School social workers could lead a school through the implementation process 
based on the work they are already doing in schools. These researchers used a case study 
approach and found providing leadership to PBIS efforts can increase the visibility of school 
social work services and improve the extent to which the profession is seen as integral to the 
education process. Whether implemented at the local, district, or state level, PBIS is drawing 
national attention. Because the knowledge and skills of school social workers ideally position 
them to take leadership roles in developing and implementing PBIS systems, these professionals 
can be critical to successful PBIS implementation efforts. Adopting leadership roles would 
increase their visibility and their status.  Thus, it would behoove school social workers to market 
themselves as professionals who can make a valuable and unique contribution to PBIS efforts. 
According to the Sherman (2016), conceptual article that reviewed the existing literature 
on the influences that have affected traditional school social work functions, it is imperative that 
school social workers stop the business-as-usual approach in public education and work to grow 
their organizational and instructional practices to meet the needs of all students. School social 
workers are uniquely trained for this endeavor and should accept this charge with the same vigor 
and enthusiasm that the visiting teachers expressed more than a century ago. Another paradigm 
shift exists in education, and social workers must take this opportunity to redefine their roles 
within schools. Equipped with an unparalleled understanding of the complicated symbiotic 
relationship between organizational systems and individual achievement, school social workers 
should lead the charge against failing schools by pursuing leadership roles within schools. 
Dupper’s (2003) text asserted that school social workers need to learn how to promote 
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themselves and make arguments why they are needed in the schools and why they are 
indispensable.  Lee (1983) also reinforced the idea of school social workers making their value 
known to those who make hiring decisions. Lee (1983) suggested eight different strategies: 
1. School social workers must not do their work quietly; they must make the work they 
are doing known to others 
2. School social workers must make their specific contributions known 
3. School social workers must be a source of information for community resources,  for 
the district 
4. School social workers must be seen as leaders in mediating conflicts within the 
district 
5. School social workers must problem-solve the needs and gaps in services for students 
and their families 
6. School social workers must establish professional relationships with those persons in 
decision-making positions 
7. School social workers must acknowledge victories as well as on-going progress with 
students and their families 
8. School social workers should frequently share data and research to support their work 
with staff, in order to prove their interventions are working 
Alvarez, Bye, Brant and Mumm (2013) demonstrated there is very little published 
research that documents the relationship between the work of school social workers and student 
educational outcomes. There is even less research that demonstrates how social workers help 
school districts accomplish their goals. This lack of research reinforces the need for school social 
workers to help their administrators to clearly understand and appreciate their role and function, 
so administrators can also define their role and function.  By exploring the critical roles and 
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functions, a solid foundation could be created for the advocacy of school social work. While 
principals generally understand and are able to identify what school workers do (Constable & 
Montgomery, 1985), superintendents may not realize social workers’ roles and functions within 
their district. This disconnect is compounded by the fact school social workers hold similar roles 
with psychologists and counselors. Services that are not understood are often seen as disposable 
when financial times are hard (Garrett 2006).  
School social workers are increasingly being expected to operate from an evidence-based 
practice framework (Powers et al., 2011). Findings from a study conducted by Alvarez, Bye, 
Bryant and Mumm (2013) indicated that school social workers should continue to implement and 
expand on evidence-based programs and practices in order to increase students’ high school 
completion, regardless of whether they work in elementary, middle, or high schools. It is greatly 
important that school social workers continue to identify school-wide education outcomes in 
order to adequately measure the value of their services. Therefore, evidence-based practices 
enable school social workers to define their role and functions and educate their administrators.   
Gaps in Literature 
Given the importance of the understanding by administrators of the role and function of 
school social workers there has been surprisingly little research on this topic. A literature search 
was completed by Bye, Shepard, Partidge, and Alvarez in 2008 and they found seven articles that 
focused on principals’ perceptions of school social work services. In 2018, Gherardi and 
Whittley-Jerome concluded that new direction in school social work research will support the 
advancement of social work with schools. Before this advocacy can occur, more research on the 
ways in which administrators understand the role of school social workers must be conducted.  
Given that school administrators have a critical influence on the hiring and defining the roles of 
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social workers, in-depth studies of current administrator perceptions and areas that they may 
suggest for growth would be helpful for the field. 
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Chapter 3: Methods 
Introduction 
It is important for administrators to understand and value the role and function of school 
social workers (Bye et al., 2009). The school social worker role, as defined by School Social 
Work Association of America (2008), includes assessor, crisis manager, family counselor, 
home/school/community liaison, mediator, and small group therapist. It also includes advocate, 
case manager, collaborator, consultant, coordinator, facilitator, grant writer, liaison, team 
member, and parent educator. The function of a school social worker is to provide direct and 
indirect interventions in the districts they serve. Direct interventions address the immediate 
concerns of at-risk students and their families, and indirect interventions include working with 
the school, community, and external agency personnel to address at-risk student concerns 
(School Social Workers Association of American, 2008).  
This study specifically focused on administrators’ level of awareness of the role and 
function of school social workers and the level of value administrators place upon the role and 
function. Improved administrator knowledge and understanding of school social workers may 
result in greater role clarity. Findings from this study, as well as the survey itself, may also help 
to increase the utilization of school social workers for meeting student needs so they can, in turn, 
excel academically. In this way, social workers can contribute directly to the school districts’ 
goals.  
This chapter presents the survey method of the study of Pennsylvania’s public school 
administrators about school social workers. It describes the rationale for the study, the research 
questions, and the construction, and validation of the instrument. It also presents the study 
design, the sampling and data collection methods, and the proposed analytical techniques.  
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Rationale for Research Approach 
 A survey method was utilized to examine administrators’ level of awareness of the role 
and function of school social workers and the level of value placed upon this position. In this 
study, an electronic questionnaire was used to gather data in a single administration. Surveys can 
be used to capture factual and attitudinal information about phenomenon in education (DeVellis, 
2017).  A web-based survey created on Survey Monkey was used for the desired efficiency of 
reaching 500 superintendents at once. Another reason the survey method was used was the 
questions contained in the survey itself raised awareness of the role and function of school social 
workers. School leaders across the state received the survey and, therefore, they received 
information describing the role and function of school social workers.  
 The survey instrument (Appendix A) included closed-ended questions which assessed 
administrators’ level of awareness of the components of the National Practice Model and the 
connection of school social workers to these components.  The school social work practice 
model has three goals:  
1. To provide evidence-based education, behavior, and mental health services 
2. To provide a school environment conducive to student learning 
3. To maximize access to school-based and community-based resources (Frey et al. 2013). 
In order for questions to be developed for each of these three goals, each goal was 
defined by its specific functions.  
1. School social workers provide evidence-based educational services by: 
a. Providing staff consultation, support, and development. 
b. Implementing evidence-based prevention programs and curricula for mental 
health, truancy, substance use, and drop-out. 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     39 
 
 
 
c. Engaging families by providing education, training, and support.  
2. School social workers provide evidence-based behavioral services by: 
a. Providing crisis intervention 
b. Assisting students in developing appropriate social interaction skills. 
c. Developing positive behavioral intervention strategies for home and school. 
3. School social workers provide evidence-based mental health services by: 
a. Providing counseling (group, individual, and/or family) 
b. Providing case management for students and families requiring multiple 
resources. 
c. Assisting with conflict resolution, coping strategies, and anger management.  
4. School social workers promote a school climate and culture conducive to student 
learning and teaching by: 
a. Creating a safe school environment through anti-bullying programs. 
b. Developing and teaching conflict resolution programs. 
c. Conducting psychoeducational groups to address negative school behaviors. 
d. Conducting evidence-based substance abuse prevention programs. 
e. Conducting evidence-based mental health prevention programs. 
f. Conducting evidence-based truancy prevention programs.  
g. Conducting evidence-based drop-out prevention programs. 
5. School social workers maximize access to school-based resources by: 
a. Serving as a member of Individualized Education Program (IEP) teams. 
b. Serving as a member of Instructional Support Team (IST) teams. 
c. Serving as a member of Student Attendance Improvement Plan (SAIP) teams. 
d. Serving as a member of Student Assistance Plan (SAP) teams. 
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e. Preparing social or developmental histories on students and/or families. 
f. Assisting parents to access programs that are available to students with special 
needs. 
g. Providing consultation regarding school law and policy including IDEA, 
Section 504, and attendance. 
h. Completing home visits to help connect families to schools and community 
resources 
6. School social workers maximize access to community-based resources by: 
a. Identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect. 
b. Helping school districts receive adequate support from social and mental 
health agencies.  
c. Obtaining and coordinating community resources to meet student need.  
According to the Treadwell and Davis (2020) Semantic Differential Scale, which pairs 
opposite ideas toward a concept, invites the respondent to decide where between the two 
opposites their opinion lies. This scale measures a respondent’s opinion between polar opposites. 
The survey uses this type of scale to measure administrator awareness of, and value placed on 
each function. Numeric data generated by the survey will be analyzed to measure both 
administrator awareness of functions and the value placed upon these functions.  Univariate 
analysis will be used to describe the trends in the data. Bivariate and multivariate analysis will be 
used to demonstrate association in the data. The survey instrument used open-ended questions to 
offer a variety of perspectives of the phenomenon (Creswell & Poth, 2017). The open-ended 
questions asked administrators to list any other roles or functions of social workers and which of 
the functions or tasks they find most valuable. The answers to these questions will reveal how 
the administrators viewed the role and functions of the social worker, and whether some of these 
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lie outside of the components of the National Practice Model. The open-ended questions also 
asked the administrators to list staff that complete the functions or tasks if the district and/or 
school does not have a social worker, as well as their plans to advocate for the position.  The 
answers to these questions provide insight as to the likelihood the administrator will be 
advocating for the allocation of funds for the position. 
The self-administrated survey gathered data in a single administration. The survey was 
emailed to the 500 superintendents in Pennsylvania using Survey Monkey the week of December 
7, 2020. Data was collected until at least 150 responses were received. This number is due to 
superintendents and administrative teams having to create and implement school reopening plans 
under COVID-19 conditions. The data analysis plan included data clean-up, data description, and 
data analysis. Data was entered automatically when respondents completed the survey in Survey 
Monkey. The data was transferred to an Excel spreadsheet where data clean-up was performed 
before data processing.  The use of Excel and SPSS was used to perform tabular and graphical 
summarization of the data and its statistical analysis. Univariate analysis was used to describe the 
trends in the data. Bivariate and multivariate analysis was used to demonstrate association in the 
data. The Internal Review Board (IRB) application was submitted to the Kutztown Internal 
Review Board on October 12, 2020, and included the pilot testing of the survey, as well as study 
data collection. IRB approval was received November 17, 2020 (Appendix D). 
Research Sample and Data Sources 
The purpose of this study is to gain insight into the level of awareness and level of value 
placed upon the role and function of school social workers by Pennsylvania public school 
administrators. Due to the exploratory nature of this study, administrators in all 500 public 
school districts were invited to participate. Therefore, administrators at all grade spans are 
represented. Participants represent the voices of administrators assigned to public schools in 
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rural, urban, and suburban areas in Pennsylvania. According to the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education (2020), a school district is rural when it is located in a county where the number of 
persons per square mile is less than 284. Counties and school districts that have 284 persons or 
more per square mile are considered urban. A suburban school is usually located on the outer 
edges of a metropolitan city (McGee, 2019). Based on that definition, Pennsylvania has 48 rural 
counties and 19 urban counties. The needs of urban, rural, and suburban school districts may be 
dependent upon the proximity to community resources, the availability of trained professionals, 
and access to professional development. Consequently, the roles and functions of school social 
workers may look different based on the school’s geographical location.  
 The Pennsylvania Department of Education (2021) divides school districts into six 
geographical regions: South Central, North Central, Southwest, Southeast, Northeast, and 
Northwest. Each region contains a different amount of school districts. South Central has 128 
districts, North Central has 63 districts, Southwest has 114 districts, Southeast has 81 districts, 
Northeast has 58 districts, and Northwest has 56 districts. According to the Pennsylvania 
Information Management System (PIMS), these 500 school districts are serving 1,106,167 
students during the 2020-2021 school year (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2021).    
 The sampling frame for this study was generated using Pennsylvania Department of 
Education’s database, Education Names and Addresses (EdNa). The database enables users to 
create custom reports about schools and administrators. The survey instrument was emailed to 
the superintendents of the 500 districts to be distributed to their district-level and building-level 
administrators. This also ensured the administrators had the superintendent’s permission to 
participate in the study. This list of superintendent email addresses was created based on the list 
generated by EdNa including the name of the district, the name of the superintendent, and the 
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website address of the district. The researcher visited the 500 websites to verify the 
superintendent’s name and locate his or her email address.  
Instrument 
The researcher developed a survey tool, Pennsylvania Public School Administrators’ 
Awareness of the Role and Function of School Social Workers based on the School Social Work 
Practice Model, to reflect the current literature and the National Practice Model (Frey et. al., 
2013).  The self-administered survey consists of 17 closed-ended questions and four open-ended 
questions (See Appendix A).  Survey questions assessed administrators’ level of awareness of 
the role and function of school social workers and the level of value they place upon that role and 
function based on the three goals of the National Practice Model. There are six questions that use 
a Semantic Differential Scale (Treadwell & Davis, 2020), which pairs opposite ideas regarding a 
concept and invites the respondent to decide where between the two opposites their opinion lies. 
The scale ranges between fully aware=3, somewhat aware=2 and unaware=1. Since the survey 
asked attitudinal rather than factual questions, the choices were designed to encourage 
respondents to offer an opinion. Neutral responses such as “neither agree nor disagree” were not 
options. There are six questions that use a different Semantic Scale. This scale ranges from 
Extremely Valuable=5, Very Valuable=4, Valuable=3, Not So Valuable=2, and Of No Value=1. 
As such, these questions generated ordinal data (Laerd Statistics, 2020). Two open-ended 
questions asked administrators to list any other roles or functions of social workers they wished 
to note and which functions or tasks in the survey they find most valuable. The answers to these 
questions revealed how the administrators viewed the role and functions of the social worker and 
whether some of these lie outside of the components of the National Practice Model. The other 
two open-ended questions asked administrators to list staff that completes the functions or tasks, 
if the district and/or school does not have a social worker(s) and plans to advocate for the 
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position(s).  The answers to these questions provided insight on the likelihood the administrator 
will be advocating for the allocation of funds for the position in the future.  
Validity and Reliability 
 Evidence was gathered to demonstrate the content validity of the instrument beginning 
with the creation of a blueprint of the survey instrument. Validity and reliability of this 
instrument was also added by conducting a focus group, cognitive interviews, field testing, and 
then completing a pilot test of the instrument. Each step will be described in detail in this section.  
Construct 
Ideally, school social workers and school administrators have a common vision of the 
roles and functions of school social workers (Bye et al., 2009). To clarify the roles and functions 
of school social workers, researchers and school social work practitioners partnered with the 
School Social Work Association of America (SSWAA) to create a National School Social Work 
Practice Model (Frey et al., 2013).  The model delineates the types of services a certified school 
social worker with a caseload of roughly 250 students should be expected to perform. It was 
designed to provide a common framework for the school social work profession by promoting 
consistency in the education, credentialing, practice, and evaluation of school social workers 
(Kelly et al., 2013). The model contains three broad practice components: 
• Provide evidence-based educational, behavioral, and mental health services, 
• Promote a school climate and culture conducive to learning, 
• Maximize access to school-based and community-based resources. 
Questionnaire 
This questionnaire measured Pennsylvania public school administrators’ awareness of the 
three broad practice concentrations of the School Social Work Practice Model. The goal is to 
explore administrators’ level of awareness of, and the level of value placed upon, the three 
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components or goals of the practice model. It is hypothesized that the more administrators know 
about the three components of the School Social Work Practice Model, the more they will value 
those functions or tasks.  
Domain 1: Knowledge of the Role and Function of School Social Workers 
School social workers are well-trained to address the increasingly complex problems 
facing schools in the 21st century. According to Teasley (2018), when school social workers are 
successful in schools, students are having successful educational experiences. School social 
workers have the knowledge base to make a difference in schools; therefore, administrators need 
to understand their role and function to increase collaboration for student success (Teasley, 
2018). Not all administrators understand how the needs of students and their families can be met 
by school social workers (Dupper et al., 2014).  Differences in expectations between 
administrators and school social workers may cause school districts to underinvest in the service 
(Bye et al., 2009). It is critical for administrators to understand and value the role and function of 
the school social worker, as awareness of these hold implications for the funding of services.  
Domain 2: Value Placed on the Role and Function of School Social Workers 
Alvarez et al. (2013) demonstrated the lack of published research documenting the 
relationship between the effort of school social workers and student educational outcomes. There 
is even less research that reviews how social workers help school districts accomplish their 
goals. This lack of research reinforces the need for school social workers to help their 
administrators to clearly understand their role and function. This confusion is compounded by 
the fact that school social workers hold similar roles with psychologists and counselors.  By 
exploring the critical roles and functions, a solid foundation could be created for advocacy of 
school social work.  
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Sherman’s (2016) literature review regarding influences on traditional school social work 
revealed the need for growth in organizational and instructional practices to meet the needs of all 
students. School social workers are uniquely trained for this endeavor and should accept this 
charge with the same vigor and enthusiasm that the visiting teachers expressed more than a 
century ago. Another paradigm shift is occurring in education, an increased focus on the mental 
health needs of students and social workers must take this opportunity to redefine their roles 
within schools. Equipped with an unparalleled understanding of the complicated symbiotic 
relationship between organizational systems and individual achievement, school social workers 
should lead the charge. Dupper (2003) asserted that school social workers need to learn how to 
market themselves and make arguments as to why they are indispensable to schools.  Lee (1983) 
also reinforced the idea of school social workers making their work known to those who make 
funding and hiring decisions. 
Domain 3: Likelihood of Allocating funds for School Social Work Position  
Corbin (2005) used case studies of ten school social workers to explore opportunities for 
increased involvement in leadership and policy making in their schools resulting from 
comprehensive school reform legislation. School social workers were included on three key 
teams that have evolved from this legislation: site-based decision-making teams, child study 
teams, and parent-teacher teams. Though these changes are enforced by the education policy 
makers, the role of a school social worker remains an island in the educational world. This 
ambiguity and disconnect makes it difficult to communicate the value of the profession, gain 
support from administration, and advocate for the profession and the students served.  In their 
study surveying 125 school social workers, Altshuler and Webb (2009) argued that the lack of 
clarity about the role of school social work contributes to the misunderstanding and 
underutilization of school social work services. When their role and function are not understood, 
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school social workers are less likely to be visible with the services they deliver and less likely to 
have their work linked to the overall mission of public schools.  
Weights for the Domains 
 Due to the wealth of literature on the role and function of school social workers, 50% was 
chosen for domain 1. The next most frequent topic identified in literature was the value of the 
role to administrators therefore, 30% was chosen for domain 2.  The least amount of literature 
was on the topic of allocating funds for the position, but this is a topic of interest to this 
researcher, so 20% was chosen for domain 3. The weights help to determine the percentage of 
questions for each domain.  
Blueprint 
“Pennsylvania Public School Administrators’ Awareness of the Role and Function of School 
Social Workers based on the School Social Work Practice Model” 
 
 Domain 1 Domain 2 Domain 3 
Name Knowledge of the 
Role and Function 
of School Social 
Workers 
Value placed on the 
Role and Function 
of School Social 
Workers 
Likelihood of 
Allocating funds for 
School Social 
Workers 
Description Not all 
administrations 
understand how the 
needs of students 
and their families 
can be met by 
school social 
workers (Dupper, 
Rocha, Jackson, 
Lodato, 2014).   
 
SSWs are equipped 
with skills in the 
multisystem 
practice, but not all 
administrators 
understand how the 
needs of students 
When seen as vital, 
school social 
workers are more 
likely to be 
recognized and to 
have their clinical 
work linked to the 
overall mission of 
public schools 
Garrett, 2006).  
 
The perceptions 
held by 
administrators 
regarding the roles 
and functions of 
school social 
workers have 
Differences in 
expectations 
between 
administrators and 
school social 
workers may lead 
school districts to 
underinvest in the 
service (Bye, et al., 
2009). 
 
In an age where 
accountability is 
key, school social 
workers must find 
ways to inform 
decision makers 
about the work they 
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and their families 
can be meet by a 
school social 
workers (Dupper, et 
al., 2014).   
 
All of these roles 
and functions need 
to be understood 
and valued by the 
administrators of 
school social 
workers in order 
challenge 
marginalization and 
to enhance the 
impact school social 
workers have on the 
school environment 
(Sherman, 2016). 
Because 
administrators work 
with various 
professionals, such 
as social workers, it 
is necessary for 
them to become 
familiar with their 
role and function 
(Higy, et al.,2012) 
 
Role development 
consists of two 
components, the 
skills of school 
social workers and 
the perceptions of 
the people within 
the work setting 
(Richard & 
Villarreal Sosa, 
2014).  
The development of 
the roles of school 
social workers 
implications for the 
delivery of services. 
The literature points 
out that schools 
need to be 
organized 
environments in 
which personnel 
have a clear 
understanding of 
expectations for 
each other, so 
students receive the 
best services 
(Alshuler & Webb, 
2009). 
Role clarity 
facilitates 
interdisciplinary 
collaboration and 
establishes 
boundaries about 
what roles and tasks 
school principals 
can reasonably 
expect from school 
social workers 
(Richard & 
Villarreal Sosa, 
2014). 
 
Principals may not 
be aware of the 
school social 
worker’s activities 
during the school 
day and (Staudt, 
1991). 
do in their districts. 
They cannot 
assume that 
outsiders 
understand their 
role and function; 
they must learn to 
share their 
successes and 
educate 
administrators 
about their vital 
role and function 
(Garrett, 2006). 
 
For school social 
work to be 
sustained, the 
school organization 
must value and 
understand the 
benefits of school 
social work (Bye, 
Shepard, Patridge 
& Alvarez, 2009). 
  
Tower (2000) 
completed a study 
of administrators’ 
perceptions of 
school social 
workers and found 
that a relationship 
exists between 
exposure to social 
workers, attitudes, 
and knowledge.  
 
Dupper (2003) 
asserted that school 
social workers need 
to learn how to 
market themselves 
and make 
arguments as to 
why they are 
needed in the 
schools and why 
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should include the 
input of principals. 
In many school 
districts, principals 
hire, evaluate, and 
supervise school 
social workers 
(Allen-Meares, 
1994; Richard & 
Villarreal Sosa, 
2014).  
Again, principals 
and school social 
workers should be 
on the same page 
about the roles 
school social 
workers perform in 
schools. Role clarity 
facilitates 
interdisciplinary 
collaboration and 
establishes 
boundaries about 
what roles and tasks 
school principals 
can reasonably 
expect from school 
social workers 
(Richard & 
Villarreal Sosa, 
2014). 
 
they are 
indispensable.   
Lee (1983) also 
reinforced the idea 
of school social 
workers making 
their work known 
to those who make 
hiring decisions. 
 
Services that are 
not understood are 
often targeted for 
elimination when 
financial times are 
hard (Garrett 2006).  
 
Weights 50% 30% Reduced to 
20% after Focus 
Group 
20% Increased to 
30% after Focus 
Group 
 
Focus Group 
After the blueprint was created, the researcher conducted a focus group to obtain 
feedback on the blueprint. On July 23, 2020, the researcher met with six school leaders from two 
elementary schools, each with a school social worker.  All the school leaders were female and 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     50 
 
 
 
ranged in age from 32-44. The members of this group did not exactly represent my target group 
(administrators), but they all hold leadership positions in their respective buildings, such as head 
teacher, department head, and academic coach, which allow them to work closely with building 
and district administration. Each of the six members has over ten years’ experience working in 
education, but only have three years’ experience working with school social workers, as school 
social workers were recently added to the two buildings.  
The following questions were asked 
1. Please share your name, number of years working in an elementary building, and number 
of years working in an elementary building with a school social worker. 
2. Please describe your leadership role and involvement with school administration. 
3. Are you aware of the National School Social Worker Practice Model? 
4. Please describe your understanding of the role and function of a school social worker. 
5. Based on your involvement with school administration, please describe what you think 
their understanding of the role and function of a school social worker. 
6. Give an example of time that you, a student, or your building was supported by a school 
social worker. Follow up: Was the building and/or district administrator aware of the 
support you, your student, or building received? 
7. What value do you place on the role and function of a school social worker? 
8. What value do you believe school administrators place on the role and function of a 
school social worker? 
9. Do you believe funds should be allocated for school social work positions? 
When asked to share their leadership role and how they work closely with administration, all 
members of the group shared how much they have learned about administration.  While being in 
their leadership role they have seen how much goes on behind the scenes in an elementary 
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school. None of the members of the group were familiar with the National School Social Work 
Practice Model. One of the members did explain that she assumed that there would be a practice 
model, since there are models for other fields. 
  One of the first issues that the group brought up was that they did not understand the role 
and function of a school social worker until they worked in a building with one. All members 
had experience in buildings without a social school worker. This led to a discussion of whether 
administrators understand the role and function of any specialized staff, since most were teachers 
prior to becoming principals. The members generally concurred that, prior to working with a 
social school worker, they did not realize that there was a difference between that role and that of 
a school counselor.  
  Another important topic the group discussed was that to value the role and function of a 
school social worker, the role needs to first be understood. They talked about learning about the 
role by spending time with the school social worker and relying on his or her skills and resources 
to help their students. One member noted that many times she saw the school social worker with 
students but did not know exactly what work was being done or the support that social worker 
was providing for the family. One member explained that she wished that the social worker 
would issue a newsletter to the staff about what she does so that everyone would understand her 
role and value the work she is doing.  
  The one topic the researcher had not anticipated the group discussing was the stigma and 
invisibility associated with social work and how, if they did not work in a building with a school 
social worker, they would not have known the district even had social workers on its staff. They 
noted that the school social workers are not listed on the district website nor in the monthly 
publications. The members of the group questioned that, if the district’s community does not 
know that school social workers exist, how can school social workers help the community? The 
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group continued to explore this topic by discussing the stigma that continues to be attached to 
mental health and low-income housing developments. The group felt that social workers are 
associated with students either with mental health needs or from families in the low-income 
housing developments and are not seen as connected to the goals of the district.  
  Because the group was not composed of administrators, the next topic brought about 
more questions than answers.  The members asked, “What does it take for a school to hire a 
school social worker, especially if there is a need?” This led the group to discuss the ways the 
staff and community should advocate for a school social worker if there is a need. However, in 
order for that to happen, the staff and the community would need to understand the role and 
function of a school social worker and see the value that position would bring to the school 
and/or the district.  
  The group’s limited three-year experience with a school social worker helped to refocus 
the perspective on those who do not have experience working with school social workers. The 
researcher did have to push them beyond the “school social workers are great” conversation and 
move the discussion to focus on their impressions of administrators and their points of view.  
Revision to Blueprint 
  With the discussion from the group of school staff that hold leadership positions in their 
buildings, such as head teacher, department chair and academic coach, appearing consistent with 
that in the literature, the researcher felt confident with the specific domains outlined in the 
original blueprint. The school leaders focused on whether administrators are aware of the role 
and function of a school social worker, which helps to validate the weight of Domain 1 at 50%.  
Since the group felt that knowing the role would lead to valuing the role, the researcher 
decreased the weight of Domain 2 to 20%. Since the group had more questions than answers 
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regarding allocating funds to the position, the researcher increased the weight of Domain 3 to 
30%.  
Cognitive Interviews 
Based on the revisions to the blueprint, the researcher created a preliminary survey 
instrument (Appendix B). The researcher then conducted two cognitive/think aloud interviews 
with a building level administrator and a district level administrator to receive feedback on the 
instrument before conducting a pilot study. 
Questions 1-4 are not related to any Domain from the blueprint but are used to establish 
the type of district (urban, rural or suburban) and administrator (district-level or building-level) 
and their familiarity with school social workers and the practice model. Questions 5-7 and 11 
relate to Domain 1 (Knowledge of the Role and Function of School Social Workers). Questions 
8-10 relate to Domain 2 (Value placed on the Role and Function of School Social Workers), and 
question 12 relates to Domain 3 (Likelihood of Allocating funds for School Social Work 
Position). 
The two administrators were male, similar in age (early 50s) and have been 
administrators for over ten years. The building-level administrator is an elementary school 
principal with 10 years’ experience. Prior to his current position, he was an elementary teacher. 
The district-level administrator is the director of language arts, which he has held for 11 years. 
Prior to his current position he was an elementary principal and teacher. Both are employed by a 
district that has three school social workers. Neither administrator was familiar with the National 
School Social Work Practice Model. Both administrators have experience in writing and 
analyzing surveys for the district and in their own academic journeys; consequently, their 
responses reflected their experience.  
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The experience was helpful in formatting the questions to ask only one question at a time, 
even though the components of the Practice Model combine functions. Their processing of the 
questions helped the researcher reword them to limit the confusion.  
The following is how the administrators scored each question and their feedback. 
1. School social workers provide evidence-based education, behavior, and mental 
health services. Both the building level and district level administrator scored this 
question as disagree, as they believed it is a teacher’s role to provide educational 
services.  They agree the behavioral and mental health services are provided by 
school social workers. The term education services is directly from the practice 
model, however it is grouped with behavioral and mental health services. By 
separating the three types of service, the researcher was able to ask one question at 
time. This question will be broken out into three separate questions to provide clarity 
(Appendix A).  
 
2. School social workers promote a school climate and culture conducive to student 
learning and teaching excellence. The building administrator scored this question as 
strongly agree, whereas the district administrator scored it agree. Both administrators 
explained that the school social worker is part of a team that promotes the climate and 
culture of building. The building administrator placed more responsibility for this 
function on the school social worker, stating that as a non-classroom teacher, he or 
she would have more opportunity to make an impact. Both administrators commented 
on the possibility of changing this question into two questions and removing the word 
excellence. This question will be broken into two questions and the word excellence 
will be removed (Appendix A). 
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3. School social workers maximize access to school-based and community-based 
resources. Both administrators suggested breaking this question into two questions 
because school-based and community-based resources are very different. The district 
level administrator emphasized that he expects all staff to have access and knowledge 
of school-based resources. The building level administrator focused on how helpful it 
was to have someone (school social worker) on staff with extensive knowledge of the 
community resources. This question will be broken into two questions (Appendix A). 
 
4. Providing evidence-based educational, behavioral, and mental health services is 
valuable to my school and/or district. Again, both administrators found this question 
difficult to answer because they believed it was asking three separate questions. Both 
administrators felt the district where they are employed values each of those services 
differently. Both believe and have witnessed an increase in the mental health needs of 
students in school. This question will be broken into three questions (Appendix A). 
 
5. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and teaching 
excellence is valuable to school and/or district. Both administrators scored this 
statement as strongly agree, but agreed this statement was addressing two different 
groups, one about students and one about teachers. This question will be broken into 
two questions and the word excellence will be removed based on above feedback 
(Appendix A).  
 
6. Maximizing access to school-based and community-based resources is valuable to my 
school and/or district. First, both administrators pointed out that this question was 
asking two different things. The building-level administrator discussed that without a 
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social worker he would not know about many of the community resources the 
families in his building have utilized. The district-level administrator discussed how 
he expects all staff to have an understanding of school-based resources so that all 
students have access to those supports. As their district learns more about mental 
health needs of students, this function is becoming more and more valuable to their 
school and district. This question will be broken into two questions (Appendix A). 
 
7. Please identify any other roles or functions of a school social worker. Both 
administrators suggested adding wording to explain “beyond those included here” to 
avoid participant overlap of roles and functions already explored. The building-level 
administrator listed very specific functions that the social worker in his building does, 
for example, home visits, transporting families to appointments in the school and in 
the community, and functions connected to truancy elimination. The district-level 
administrator did not have any other functions to add to the list as he felt the specific 
functions he was thinking about were addressed by the broad categories above. This 
question will be changed to reflect their suggestion of adding the words, “beyond the 
ones included” (Appendix A). 
 
8. Based on your knowledge and value placed on the role and function of school social 
workers, will you be advocating for the allocation of funds for the position? Both 
administrators explained that they knew what the question was asking but the 
wording of the question was confusing. They suggested simplifying the questions. 
The building-level administrator explained that, before he understood what a school 
social worker did, he would not have known to advocate for one. The district-level 
administrator explained that there are many steps to create a new position. Both 
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administrators explained that they value the work the social workers do in their 
districts; they are not sure they would be able to successfully advocate for funding to 
add more social work positions with the current budget constraints created by their 
districts’ reopening plans under COVID-19. This question will be reworded 
(Appendix A). 
 
Field Testing 
Next, the revised survey was field tested with a small group of school administrators. 
Participants were invited to evaluate the revised tool using the survey feedback form (See 
Appendix C). 
Procedure 
 
 Twelve volunteers were provided with a link to a Google document with the survey and 
feedback form via email (Appendix B and C). They were asked to complete the survey and then 
add their comments to the Google document. Of the twelve surveys sent out, some participants 
added their comments to the Google document via an administrative secretary, others sent their 
comments via email and others printed the feedback form and wrote their answers by hand. 
Feedback was received from all twelve participants.  
Participants 
 
 The target population was Pennsylvania public school administrators. All twelve 
participants were Pennsylvania public school administrators from two different school districts. 
Both districts employ school social workers, and all twelve administrators have experience 
working with a school social worker.  Of the participants, four were district-level and eight were 
building-level. Of the district-level participants three of the four were male and of the building- 
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level participants, five out of eight were male, ranging in age from 36 to 56 years old, with a 
median age of 43. The median years of experience was 12, with a range of 2-22 years. 
Summary of Feedback 
 
1. Please comment on the length of the questionnaire. 
Was the survey too short or too long? 
What should be added or deleted from the survey? 
Summary:  All participants agreed that the survey length was appropriate, with two suggestions 
to add a question focused on how school social workers are valuable to a school and/or district or 
how school social workers are a necessary part of my school and/or district. There was another 
suggestion about adding a question regarding the demographic makeup of the school and about 
There was also a suggestion about adding a question asking if the participant has experience 
working with a school social worker.  
Revisions:  All suggested questions were added to the survey. However, the question about the 
size of the school district will be asked about the region of Pennsylvania, as this is the way 
Pennsylvania Department of Education groups and references the type of districts. All the 
suggested questions are in line with the research hypothesis. It is hypothesized that the more 
administrators know about the three practice concentrations of the School Social Work Practice 
Model, the more they will value those concentrations and the more likely they will allocate 
funding for School Social Work positions.   
2. Please comment on the survey format.  
Were the questions and responses easy to read?  
Were the questions and responses well organized? 
What changes would you recommend to the order of the questions?  
What changes would you recommend in the display of the questionnaire (font size, use of 
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bold, italics, boxes, etc.)?  
Summary:  All participants reported the survey format to be appropriate.  Four of the 
participants suggested since some of the questions have similar wording to underline the phrases 
that are different. Three participants suggested bolding the word “valuable” to show that 
difference. No suggestions were made about the order of the questions. There was a suggestion 
about having the headers carry over to the second page for the questions that are in table format.  
Revisions:  Since there are three questions using similar wording, the researcher did add both 
underlining and bolding to differentiate the wording. For this pilot study, the survey was sent 
using a Google document format, however, the final survey will be emailed to Pennsylvania 
public school administrators via Survey Monkey therefore no revisions were made regarding the 
headings of the table.  
3. Please comment on the wording of the questions. 
Were any questions awkward or confusing to answer? 
Were the questions easy to understand? 
What recommendations do you have for improving the wording of the questions?  
Summary:  Several participants commented on the wording of question 19.  Most suggested 
rewording to make it clear. Two participants commented that question 12 needed to be reworded 
to make it clearer. All participants said the other questions were clear and easy to understand. 
Another participant commented on the wording of question 20. Another participant made a 
similar suggestion about question 20 but added that breaking the question into two questions may 
yield different responses. One participant commented that the questions covered all the roles and 
functions of school social workers.  
Revisions:  There was an editing error in question 12 and the repeated words were deleted. 
Questions 19 and 20 were reworded, to make them more clear. Question 20 was broken into two 
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questions, one that asked about knowledge of the role and function and one that asked about the 
value that is placed on the role and function.  
4. What is the purpose of this survey? 
Summary:  All participants were able to identify the purpose of this survey. One participant 
commented that the purpose was very clear: to determine if school administrators feel that school 
social workers are valuable to the school community. Another participant commented that the 
purpose was to discover the perceived function of school social workers and the value they add 
to the school community. Another participant commented, “My understanding of this survey is 
to see if school administrators understand the role and importance of a school social worker.” 
Also, do school administrators see the benefit of having a school social worker in their 
building/district?  
Revisions: None were necessary. 
Following the field test, the survey instrument was revised based on the participant 
feedback, suggestions made by the dissertation chair, and researcher observations. The revised 
survey was used to conduct a pilot study. 
Pilot Testing 
 
A small pilot study was conducted with the members of the Center of the Study of School 
Social Work at Kutztown University. Pilot testing is undertaken in the overall effort to establish 
instrument validity. Pilot testing provide an additional opportunity to assess the quality of the 
instrument, to test the data collection procedures, and to observe respondents’ reaction to the 
survey items (Creswell, 2015). The members were asked to complete the survey (Appendix A) 
and the feedback form (Appendix C).  Both the survey and feedback forms were electronically 
distributed, eight responses were received. Listed below is the feedback received from the pilot 
study participants. Confidentiality codes were used, as the researcher is a member of the Center 
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of the Study of School Social Work at Kutztown University. Following the pilot study, the 
survey instrument was revised based on the participant feedback, suggestions made by the 
dissertation chair and researcher observations. The revised survey was used to collect data from 
participants (Appendix A). 
Pilot Study Results 
 
Confidentiality 
Code 
Feedback 
001 Survey is OK. Feedback form is too long. Possibly provide resources to 
advocate for a SSW. 
002 Survey is too long for most K-12 people to complete. Combine sub points 
and ask more holistic questions.  
003 Include website to find location, include suburban, include in “a school 
setting” for question 6, question 21 limit to 3 or 4 responses, length is 
appropriate, well-organized, is valuable to the organization or the person, 
captured the essence of awareness  
004 2 spelling errors in introduction letter, length appropriate 
005 Length was just right, easy to read and respond, captures attitudes and 
value placed on school social work 
006 Good length, well organized, add suburban, captured the awareness. 
007 Good thorough, relevant and well organized. Captures awareness and 
value placed.  
008 Length is good, well organized, add SAP team, Captured awareness and 
value  
009 Question 21 is redundant, may want to clarify the difference between 
awareness and the district SSW do this, clarify value placed, add suburban, 
worked with a SSW in a school setting,  
 
Data Analysis Methods 
 A tailored design method was implemented with this study. It is considered a best 
practice for conducting survey research methodology (Dillman, Smythe, & Christian, 2014). 
Dillman et al., (2014) recommend providing participants with prior notification and a follow-up 
email with a link to the survey to increase response rates.  
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Using Survey Monkey, a unique uniform resource locator (URL) will be created for each 
participant. The URL link for the survey will be sent to the superintendent of each of the 500 
school districts and to be distributed to the district-level and building-level administrators.  
 The survey has three parts. The first part gathers demographic data about the participants, 
their level of administration, location of the district, type of district, number of school social 
workers in the district, and their familiarity with school social workers. The next section explores 
their level of awareness and the level of value they place upon the role and function of school 
social workers. The final section contains open-ended questions about their likelihood of 
advocating for the allocation of funds for the position of school social worker, the most valuable 
function of a school social worker, other staff that completes the function listed in the survey if 
not a school social worker and other functions that a school social worker should be completing. 
Descriptive statistics will be used to describe the sample.  This study used quantitative methods 
to summarize, analyze, organize and interpret the data gather using the survey tool.  
 The survey was first sent out the week of December 7, 2020, using Survey Monkey. After 
two weeks, the response rate was low. The researcher revisited the school district websites to 
confirm email addresses of the superintendents, and the survey was then sent out again from the 
researcher’s school district email address during the week of January 4, 2021, thanking those 
participants who had already completed the survey. (Appendix E). More responses were 
received. Still needing more responses, Dr. George Ioannidis, Superintendent of the Spring 
Grove Area School District offered to add his endorsement to the survey. The following 
paragraph was added to the email and sent the week of January 16, 2021: Dr. George Ioannidis, 
Superintendent of the Spring Grove Area School District has endorsed this study. He has said, 
“In our leadership capacity as school leaders, we all received a survey from our fellow school 
social worker Jen Marshal, LSW, who is completing her doctoral study. This study could provide 
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useful information for school leadership in our efforts to provide the best services to our 
children. I know we are very busy under the difficult circumstances of COVID-19, but I 
encourage you to take a few minutes to complete this worthwhile survey and forward the survey 
to your leadership teams." (Appendix F) More responses were received. During the week of 
January 25, 2020, the researcher emailed the superintendent of school district where she is 
employed to ensure the survey had been completed and sent to the administrative team. The 
superintendent resent the survey and more responses were collected. The below table represents 
the number of survey responses received.  
Timeline of Survey Distribution 
Week of Method Used Number of 
Responses 
Received 
12/7/2020 Email Sent Via Survey Monkey 31 
1/4/20201 Email Sent from Researcher’s School 
District Email, adding Thank you to 
those who have completed the survey 
already  
45 
1/16/2021 Email Sent from Researcher’s School 
District Email, adding Thank you to 
those who have completed the survey 
already and Dr. George Ioannidis 
39 
1/25/2021 Email Sent from Researcher’s School 
District Email, adding Thank you to 
those who have completed the survey 
already and Dr. George Ioannidis. 
Personal email sent to Superintendent of 
district where the researcher is 
employed.  
53 
Total  168 
 
Limitations  
 This survey was sent to school leaders who were working under the demanding and 
chaotic circumstances of opening, reopening, and/or closing school districts due to the COVID-
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19 virus (Harris & Jones, 2020). As Netolicky (2020) noted, school leaders have had to act 
quickly with foresight but also with careful consideration of options, consequences, and side 
effects of actions taken. A new leadership order has emerged which has no leadership standards, 
nor preparation or development programs. There are no precedents or blueprint to help school 
leaders through COVID-19 (Harris & Jones, 2020). The researcher attributes the low survey 
return rates to these extenuating circumstances.  
 In addition to the decisions that school leaders needed to make during the 2020-2021 
school year surrounding opening, reopening, and closing due to the COVID-19 virus, there is a 
tremendous amount of turnover among school leadership.  The average superintendent will stay 
in their position for about three and half years, according to the Pennsylvania Association of 
School Administrators.  In Pennsylvania, the board elects the superintendent, who then acts as its 
10th member.  The superintendents are non-voting members, but they do carry out the board's 
day-to-day work in the district (Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators, 
2021). When that relationship becomes strained, the board can remove a superintendent, or a 
superintendent may choose to leave or retire. The COVID-19 era has created strained 
relationships between communities and schools due to reopening and closing plans (Harris & 
Jones, 2020). 
 A review of school district websites revealed an increase in the number of acting 
superintendents and interim superintendents, indicating that the school district was in the process 
of change of leadership. This change in leadership could also contribute to the low response rate 
among the 500 superintendents in the state.  
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Summary 
This chapter outlines the development of the survey instrument, methodology for validating 
the instrument, the data collection process, and the plan for data analysis. The survey instrument 
and data collection process are directly linked to the three research questions.  The findings from 
the developed survey will be reviewed in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 
Introduction 
 The researcher developed a survey tool, Pennsylvania Public School Administrators’ 
Awareness of the Role and Function of School Social Workers based on the School Social Work 
Practice Model, to reflect the current literature and the National Practice Model proposed by the 
School Social Workers Association of American.  The self-administered survey consists of 17 
closed-ended questions and four open-ended questions (See Appendix A).  Survey questions 
assessed administrators’ level of awareness of the role and function of school social workers and 
the level of value they placed upon the role and function based on the three components or goals 
of the National Practice Model.  
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the data that was collected through the web-
based survey. This chapter will be presented in five sections.  
Section one will provide the demographic data regarding the administrators that chose to 
participate in this study.  
Section two will describe the responses to the closed-ended questions regarding their 
level of awareness of the role and function of school social workers. This section will help 
answer research question 1: What is Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of 
awareness of the role and function of school social workers based on the National School Social 
Work Practice Model as operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
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e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
f. Maximizing access to community-based resources? 
  Section three will describe the responses to the closed-ended question regarding the level 
of value placed upon the role and function. This section will help answer research question 2:  
What level of value do Pennsylvania school administrators place on the role and function of 
school social workers based on the National School Social Work Practice Model as 
operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
f. Maximizing access to community-based resources? 
Section four will present the correlation between the level of awareness and the level of 
value placed upon each of function included in the survey. This section will help answer research 
question 3: What is the relationship between Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of 
awareness of the role and function of school social workers and the level of value they place on 
that role and function? 
Section five will summarize the responses to the four open-ended questions. Structural 
coding was performed to analyze four open-ended question in the survey. Common themes and 
patterns discovered in the analysis are presented.  
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Survey Response Rate 
 A single administration of a web-based survey was emailed to superintendents in the 500 
Pennsylvania school districts. The researcher asked superintendents to forward the survey to 
their administrative teams in order to increase the response rate and to reach both district-level 
and building-level administrators. Survey responses were received from 168 Participants. Table 
1 presents the data that describes who responded to the survey. The response rate for this study 
was 14% since 70 out of 500 superintendents completed the survey. According to Baruch and 
Holton (2008), the response rate for web-based surveys ranges from 10.6-69.5%. 
 
Table 1 
Frequency Distribution of the Roles of the Participants 
                 N          % 
 Superintendent 70 44.3 
Assistant Superintendent 6 3.8 
Director 18 11.4 
Supervisor 14 8.9 
Principal 35 22.2 
Assistant Principal 15 9.5 
Total 158 100 
 
Throughout the findings the sample size varies. The number of respondents for each 
question ranged from 139 to 168. Ten participants gave consent to participate in the survey, but 
did not answer any questions. The variability of the response rate is due to skipped questions. 
Data was analyzed based on the responses provided for each question in the survey. As shown in 
Table 1, the largest number of responses came from superintendents, making up 44% of the total.  
Demographic Information 
Table 2, represents the data collected about the type of district. According to the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education (2020), a school district is rural when it is located in a 
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county where the number of persons per square mile is less than 284. School districts in counties 
that have 284 persons or more per square mile are considered urban. Based on that definition, 
Pennsylvania has 48 rural counties and 19 urban counties. Although there is an official definition 
by Pennsylvania Department of Education as to the rural/urban classification, the respondents 
were invited to self-report their school districts into one of three categories (urban, suburban and 
rural).  A suburban school is usually located on the outer edges of a metropolitan city (McGee, 
2019).   
Table 2 
 
Frequency Distribution of Type of District 
                 N            % 
 Rural 71 44.9 
Urban 20 12.7 
Suburban 67 42.4 
Total 158 100 
 
Table 3 
Frequency Distribution of Location of the School District 
                 N           % 
 South Central  74 46.8 
North Central  8 5.1 
Southwest  20 12.7 
Southeast  41 25.9 
Northeast  7 4.4 
Northwest  8 5.1 
Total 158 100 
 
 Table 3, presents the data describing the geographical location of the district. The 
Pennsylvania Department of Education (2021) divides school districts into six geographical 
regions: South Central, North Central, Southwest, Southeast, Northeast, and Northwest. Each 
region contains a different amount of school districts. South Central has 128 districts, North 
Central has 63 districts, Southwest has 114 districts, Southeast has 81 districts, Northeast has 58 
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districts, and Northwest has 56 districts. It is not surprising, due to the size of the region, the 
most responses were received from the south-central region of Pennsylvania. 
As shown in Table 4, a majority of responses were from participants in a district where 1-
3 school social workers are employed. 
Table 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5, presents the number of participants that have worked with a school social worker 
in a school setting. The 22 participants who have not worked with a school social worker include 
nine superintendents, one assistant superintendent, four directors, two supervisors, five principals 
and one assistant principal. Of those 22 participants nine do not have social workers in their 
districts, 11 have 1-3 social workers and one has 4-10 social workers in their district.  
Table 5 
 
Frequency Distribution of Participants' 
Experience with a School Social Worker 
                N          % 
 Yes 136 86.1 
No 22 13.9 
Total 158 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Number of School Social Workers  
                  N           % 
 0 24 15.2 
1-3 121 76.6 
4-10 12 7.6 
11-20 1 .6 
Total 158 100 
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Level of Awareness 
In this section and for statistical utility purposes (reducing the number of categories with 
less than five observations), the categories for role were compressed and recoded. Superintendent 
and Assistant Superintendents were recoded as Superintendents. Directors and Supervisors were 
recoded as Directors/Supervisors. Principals and Assistant Principals were recoded as Principals, 
thus creating three categories rather than six as listed in the survey. For this section the general 
hypothesis, based on the review of the literature, is administrators have a low level of awareness 
of the role and function of school social workers. 
Provide Evidence-Based Educational Services 
The goal of providing educational services was defined by three functions:  
• Providing staff consultation, support, and development (Table 6)  
• Implementing evidenced-based prevention programs and curricula for mental health, 
truancy, substance use, and drop out (Table 7)   
• Engaging families by providing education, training, and support (Table 8)  
.  
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Table 6 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Provide Staff Consultation, Support, and Development 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.5  10 14.9  56 83.6  67    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  5 17.2  24 82.8  29    
Principals 3 6.1  12 24.5  34 69.4  49    
Total 4 2.8  27 18.6  114 78.6  145    
 
 
 
     5.431 4 .563*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  14 21.5  50 76.9  65    
Urban 0 0  4 23.5  13 76.5  17    
Suburban 3 4.8  9 14.3  51 81.0  63    
Total 4 2.8  27 18.6  114 78.6  145    
           2.967 4 .246*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .47. 
**3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .80. 
*** not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 6, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 83.6 % of superintendents, 82.8% of directors, and 69.4% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers provide staff consultation, support, and 
development.  In light of the results (x2=5.431, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference 
in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most 
respondents across ranks of school leadership (78.6%). 
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Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (76.9%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (76.5%) and Suburban (81.0%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.967, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 7 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Implement Evidence-Based Prevention Programs and Curricula for Mental 
Health, Truancy, Substance Use, and Drop-Out 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 2 2.8  13 18.3    56 78.9    71    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  6 20.7    23 79.3    29    
Principals 3 6.1  17 34.7    29 59.2    49    
Total 5 3.4  36 24.2  108 72.5  149    
 7.335 4 .119*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.0  17 25.4    48 71.6    67    
Urban 0 0    5 27.8    13 72.2    18    
Suburban 3 4.7  14 21.9    47 73.4    64    
Total 5 3.4  36 24.2  108 72.5  149    
           1.261 4 .868*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .97. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .60. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 7, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 78.9 % of superintendents, 79.3% of directors, and 59.2% of 
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principals were fully aware that school social workers implement evidence-based prevention 
programs and curricula for mental health, truancy, substance use, and drop out.  In light of the 
results (x2= 7.335, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness 
regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness 
cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (72.5%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (71.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (72.2%) and Suburban (73.4%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .868, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
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Table 8 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Engage Families by Providing Education, Training, and Support 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4  11 15.7    58 82.9    70    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  5 17.2    24 82.8    29    
Principals 2 4.0  9 18.0    39 78.0    50    
Total 3 2.0  25 16.8  121 81.2  149    
 1.874 4 .759*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.0  15 22.4  50 74.6    67    
Urban 0 0    3 15.8  16 84.2    19    
Suburban 1 1.6    7 11.1  55 87.3    63    
Total 3 2.0  25 16.8  121 81.2  149    
           3.894 4 .421*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .58. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .38. 
***is not significant at p<05. 
 
Table 8, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 82.9 % of superintendents, 82.8% of directors, and 78.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers engage families by providing education, 
training, and support. In light of the results (x2=1.874, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (81.2%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (74.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
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as Urban (84.2%) and Suburban (87.3%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 3.894, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Providing Evidence-Based Behavioral Services 
The goal of providing evidence-based behavioral services is defined by three functions:  
• Providing crisis intervention (Table 9) 
• Assisting students in developing appropriate social interaction skills (Table 10) 
• Developing positive behavioral intervention strategies for home and school (Table 11)  
Table 9 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Provide Crisis Intervention 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    8 11.3    63 88.7    71    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 10.7    25 89.3    49    
Principals 4 8.2    6 12.2    39 79.6    49    
Total 4 2.7  17 11.5  127 85.8  148    
 8.455 4 .076*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5    9  3.4    57 85.1    67    
Urban 0 0    4 23.4    13 76.5    17    
Suburban 3 4.7    4   6.3    57 89.1    64    
Total 4 2.7  17 11.5  127 85.8  148    
           5.907 4 .206*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .76. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .46. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Table 9, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 88.7 % of superintendents, 89.3% of directors, and 79.6% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers provide crisis intervention.  In light of the 
results (x2=8.455, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness 
regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness 
cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (85.8%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (85.1%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (76.5%) and Suburban (89.1%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.907, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
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Table 10 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Assist Students in Developing Appropriate Social Interaction Skills 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  10 14.1    61 85.9    71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.6    2   7.1    25 89.3    28    
Principals 1 2.0  11 22.0    38 76.0    50    
Total 2 1.3  23 15.4  124 83.3  149    
 5.377 4 .251*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  13 19.4    53 79.1    67    
Urban 1 5.6    1   5.6    16 88.9    18    
Suburban 0 0    9 14.1    55 85.9    64    
Total 2 1.3  23 15.4  124 83.2  149    
           5.413 4 .247*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .38. 
 
    Table 10, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 85.9 % of superintendents, 89.3% of directors, and 76.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers assist student in developing appropriate 
social interaction skills.  In light of the results (x2=5.377, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (83.2%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (79.1%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .24. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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as Urban (88.9%) and Suburban (85.9%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.413, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 11 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Develop Positive Behavioral Intervention Strategies for Home and School 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  13 18.3    58 81.7    71    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    7 25.9    20 74.1    27    
Principals 1 2.0  11 22.0    38 76.0    50    
Total 1   .7  31 20.9  116 78.4  148    
 2.741 4 .602*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  14 20.9    52 77.6    67    
Urban 0 0    5 27.8    13 72.2    18    
Suburban 0 0  12 19.0    51 81.0    63    
Total 1   .7  31 20.9  116 78.4  148    
           1.864 4 .761*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .18. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 11, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 81.7% of superintendents, 74.1% of directors, and 76.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers develop positive behavioral intervention 
strategies for home and school.  In light of the results (x2=2.741, df =4, p>.05), the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
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between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (78.4%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (77.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (72.2%) and Suburban (81%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 1.864, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Providing Evidence-Based Mental Health Services 
 
The goal of providing evidence-based mental health services was defined by three 
functions: 
• Providing counseling (group, individual, and/or family) (Table 12) 
• Providing case management for students and families requiring multiple resources 
(Table 13) 
• Assisting with conflict resolution, coping strategies, and anger management (Table 
14) 
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Table 12 
 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Provide Counseling  
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   5  7.0  13 18.3    53 74.6    71    
Directors/Supervisors  0  0    4 13.8    25 86.2    29    
Principals   5 10.2  11 22.4    33 67.3    49    
Total 10 6.7  28 18.8  111 74.5  149    
 
 
 
4.462 4 .347*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   3 4.5  11 16.4    53 79.1    67    
Urban   1 5.6    4 22.2    13 72.2    18    
Suburban   6 9.4  13 20.3    45 70.3    64    
Total 10 6.7  28 18.8  111 74.5  149    
           1.957 4 .744*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.95. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.21. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 12, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 74.6% of superintendents, 86.2% of directors, and 67.3% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers provide counseling (group, individual 
and/or family).  In light of the results (x2=4.462, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (74.5%). 
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Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (79.1%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (72.2%) and Suburban (70.3%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 1.957, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 13 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Provide Case Management for Students and Families Requiring Multiple 
Resources 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    8 11.3    62 87.3    71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.4    4 13.8    24 82.8    29    
Principals 2 4.0  11 22.0    37 74.0    50    
Total 4 2.7  23 15.3  123 82.0  150    
 3.719 4 .445*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.0  14 20.9    51 76.1    67    
Urban 0 0    5 26.3    14 73.7    19    
Suburban 2 3.1    4   6.3    58 90.6    64    
Total 4 2.7  23 15.3  123 82.0  150    
           7.896 4 .095*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .51. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 13, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 87.3% of superintendents, 82.8% of directors, and 74.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers provide case management for students and 
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families requiring multiple resources.  In light of the results (x2=3.7191, df =4, p>.05), the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (82.0%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (76.1%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (73.7%) and Suburban (90.6%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 7.896, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
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Table 14 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Assist with Conflict Resolution, Coping Strategies, and Anger Management 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 2 2.9  14 20.0    54 77.1    70    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.4    3 10.3    25 86.2    29    
Principals 3 6.0  10 20.0    37 74.0    50    
Total 6 4.0  27 18.1  116 77.9  149    
 2.307 4 .680*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3 4.5  11 16.7    52 78.8    66    
Urban 1 5.3    3 15.8    15 78.9    19    
Suburban 2 3.1  13 20.3    49 76.6    64    
Total 6 4.0  27 18.1  116 77.9  149    
           .573 4 .966*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.17. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
  
Table 14, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 77.1% of superintendents, 86.2% of directors, and 74.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers assist with conflict resolution, coping 
strategies, and anger management.  In light of the results (x2=2.307, df =4, p>.05), the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (77.9%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (78.8%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
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as Urban (78.9%) and Suburban (76.6%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .573, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Promoting a School Climate and Culture Conducive to Student Learning and Teaching 
The goal of promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student leaning and 
teaching is defined by seven functions:  
• Creating a safe school environment through anti-bullying programs (Table 15) 
• Developing and teaching conflict resolution programs (Table 16) 
• Conducting psychoeducational groups to address negative school behaviors (Table 
17) 
• Conducting evidence-based substance abuse prevention programs (Table 18)  
• Conducting evidence-based mental health prevention programs (Table 19)  
• Conducting evidence-based truancy prevention programs (Table 20) 
• Conducting evidence-based drop-out prevention programs (Table 21) 
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Table 15 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Create a Safe School Environment through Anti-Bullying Programs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents  3  4.2  21 29.6  47 66.2    71    
Directors/Supervisors  0  0    7 24.1  22 75.9    29    
Principals  8 16.0  16 32.0  26 52.0    50    
Total 11   7.3  44 29.3  95 63.3  150    
 10.397 4 .034*** 
Type of District**              
Rural  4 6.0  21 31.3  42 62.7    67    
Urban  1 5.3    3 15.8  15 78.9    19    
Suburban  6 9.4  20 31.3  30 59.4    64    
Total 11 7.3  44 29.3  95 63.3  150    
           2.899 4 .575**** 
*2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.13. 
**3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.39. 
***significant at p<.05. 
****not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 15, shows approximately only 66.2% of superintendents, 75.9% of directors, and 
52.0% of principals were fully aware that school social workers create a safe school environment 
through anti-bullying programs.  In light of the results (x2=10.397, df =4, p<.05), the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position is rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between 
levels of administrators and level of awareness can be supported. More directors (75.9%) were 
fully aware that school social workers create a safe school environment through anti-bullying 
programs, than superintendents (66.2%) and principals (52.0%).  
However, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (62.7%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
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as Urban (78.9%) and Suburban (59.4%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.899, df= 4, p>.05).    
Table 16 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Develop and Teach Conflict Resolution Programs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1   1.4  22 31.4  47 67.1    70    
Directors/Supervisors 0  0    6 20.7  23 79.3    29    
Principals 5 10.2  17 34.7  27 55.1    49    
Total 6   4.1  45 30.4  97 65.5  148    
 9.839 4 .043*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.0  22 33.3  42 63.6    66    
Urban 1 5.3    6 31.6  12 63.2    19    
Suburban 3 4.8  17 27.0  43 68.3    63    
Total 6 4.1  45 30.4  97 65.5  148    
           .878 4 .928**** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.18. 
 
 
Table 16, shows approximately only 67.1% of superintendents, 79.3% of directors, and 
55.1% of principals and were fully aware that school social workers develop and teach conflict 
resolution programs.  In light of the results (x2=10.397, df =4, p<.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position is 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of awareness can be supported. More directors (79.3%) are fully aware that school 
**3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77. 
***significant at p<.05. 
****not significant at p<.05. 
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social worker develop and teach conflict resolution programs than superintendents (67.1%) and 
principals (55.1%). 
However, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (63.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (63.2%) and Suburban (68.3%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .878, df= 4, p>.05).    
Table 17 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Conduct Psychoeducational Groups to Address Negative School Behaviors 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   2   2.8  19 26.8  50 70.4    71    
Directors/Supervisors   3 10.3    7 24.1  19 65.5    29    
Principals   6 12.0  16 32.0  28 56.0    50    
Total 11   7.3  42 28.0  97 64.7  150    
 5.245 4 .263*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   5 7.5  19 28.4  43 64.2    97    
Urban   1 5.3    6 31.6  12 63.2    19    
Suburban   5 7.8  17 26.6  42 65.6    64    
Total 11 7.3  42 28.0  97 64.7  150    
           .288 4 .991*** 
*2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.13. 
**3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.39. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 17, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 70.4% of superintendents, 65.5% of directors, and 56.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers conduct psychoeducational groups to 
address negative school behaviors.  In light of the results (x2=5.245, df =4, p>.05), the null 
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hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (64.7%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (64.2%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (63.2%) and Suburban (65.6%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .288, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 18 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Conduct Evidence-Based Substance Abuse Prevention Programs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   6   8.5  16 22.5  49 68.0    71    
Directors/Supervisors   3 10.7    7 25.0  18 64.3    28    
Principals   8 16.0  15 30.0  27 54.0    50    
Total 17 11.4  38 25.5  94 63.1  149    
 3.181 4 .528*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 10 14.9  21 31.3  36 53.7    67    
Urban   1   5.6    6 33.3  11 61.1    18    
Suburban   6   9.4  11 17.2  47 73.4    64    
Total 17 11.4  38 25.5  94 63.1  149    
           6.590 4 .159*** 
*1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.19. 
**2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.05. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Table 18, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 68.0% of superintendents, 64.3% of directors, and 54.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers conduct evidence-based substance abuse 
prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2= 3.181, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (63.1%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (53.7%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (61.1%) and Suburban (73.4%). The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2=6.590, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
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Table 19 
 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Conduct Evidence-Based Mental Health Prevention Programs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   1  1.4  16 22.5    54 76.1    71    
Directors/Supervisors   2  7.1    7 25.0    19 67.9    28    
Principals   7 14.0  14 28.0    29 58.0    50    
Total 10   6.7  37 24.8  102 68.5  149    
 8.693 4 .069*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   4 6.0  22 32.8    41 61.2    67    
Urban   1 5.6    5 27.8    12 66.7    18    
Suburban   5 7.8  10 15.6    49 76.6    64    
Total 10 6.7  37 24.8  102 68.5  149    
           5.321 4 .256*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.88. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.21. 
***.not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 19, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 76.1% of superintendents, 67.9% of directors, and 58.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers conduct evidence-based mental health 
prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2=8.693, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of difference between levels of 
administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (68.5%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (61.2%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
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as Urban (66.7%) and Suburban (76.6%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .5.321, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 20 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Conduct Evidence-Based Truancy Prevention Programs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   2   2.8  19 26.8    50 70.4    71    
Directors/Supervisors   3 10.7    7 25.0    18 64.3    28    
Principals   7 14.0  11 22.0    32 64.0    50    
Total 12   8.1  37 24.8  100 67.1  149    
 5.349 4 .253*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   8 11.9  20 29.9    39 58.2    67    
Urban   1   5.6    5 27.8    12 66.7    18    
Suburban   3   4.7  12 18.8    49 76.6    64    
Total 12   8.1  37 24.8  100 67.1  149    
           5.636 4 .228*** 
*2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.26. 
**2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.45. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 20, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 70.4% of superintendents, 64.3% of directors, and 64.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers conduct evidence-based truancy 
prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2=5.349, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
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administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (67.1%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (58.2%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (66.7%) and Suburban (76.6%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .5.636, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 21 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Conduct Evidence-Based Drop-Out Prevention Programs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   2   2.9  22 31.4  46 65.7    70    
Directors/Supervisors   4 14.3    9 32.1  15 53.6    28    
Principals   8 16.0  14 28.0  28 56.0    50    
Total 14   9.5  45 30.4  89 60.1  148    
 7.028 4 .134*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   8 12.1  24 36.4  34 51.5    66    
Urban   2 11.1    5 27.8  11 61.1    18    
Suburban   4   6.3  16 25.0  44 68.8    64    
Total 14   9.5  45 30.4  89 60.1  148    
           4.278 4 .370*** 
*2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.65. 
**1 cell (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.70. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 21, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 65.7% of superintendents, 53.6% of directors, and 56.0% of 
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principals were fully aware that school social workers conduct evidence-based drop-out 
prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2=7.028, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails 
to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of difference between levels of 
administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (60.1%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (51.5%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (61.1%) and Suburban (68.8%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 4.278, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Maximizing Access to School-Based Resources 
The goal of maximizing access to school-based resources is defined by eight functions: 
• Serving as a member of Individualized Education Program (IEP) teams (Table 22) 
• Serving as a member of Instructional Support Teams (IST) teams (Table 23) 
• Serving as a member of Student Attendance Improvement Plan (SAIP) teams (Table 24) 
•  Serving as a member of Student Assistance Plan (SAP) teams (Table 25) 
• Preparing social or developmental histories on students and/or families (Table 26) 
• Assisting parents to access programs that are available to students with special needs 
(Table 27) 
• Providing consultation regarding school law and policy including IDEA, Section 504, 
and attendance (Table 28) 
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• Completing home visits to help connect families to schools and community resources 
(Table 29).  
Table 22 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Serve as a Member of IEP Teams 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 4 5.6  13 18.3    54 76.1    71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.4    5 17.2    23 79.3    29    
Principals 4 8.0  14 28.0    32 64.0    50    
Total 9 6.0  32 21.3  109 72.7  149    
 3.043 4 .551*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 5   7.5  14 20.9    48 71.6    67    
Urban 3 15.8    5 26.3    11 57.9    19    
Suburban 1   1.6  13 20.3    50 78.1    64    
Total 9   6.0  32 21.3  109 72.7  150    
           6.475 4 .166*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.74. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.14. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 22, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 76.1% of superintendents, 79.3% of directors, and 64.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers serve as a member of IEP teams.  In light 
of the results (x2=3.043, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness 
regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness 
cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (72.7%). 
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Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (71.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (57.9%) and Suburban (78.1%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .6.475, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 23 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Serve as a Member of IST Teams 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   3   4.2  14 19.7    54 76.1    71    
Directors/Supervisors   5 17.2    4 13.8    20 69.0    29    
Principals   3   6.0  15 30.0    32 64.0    50    
Total 11   7.3  33 22.0  106 70.7  150    
 8.067 4 .089*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   6 9.0  13 19.4    48 71.6    67    
Urban   2 10.5    6 31.6    11 57.9    19    
Suburban   3   4.7  14 21.9    47 73.4    64    
Total 11   7.3  33 22.0  106 70.7  150    
           2.631 4 .621*** 
*2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.13. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.39. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 23, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 76.1% of superintendents, 69.0% of directors, and 64.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers serve as a member of IST teams.  In light 
of the results (x2=8.067, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness 
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regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness 
cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (70.7%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (71.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (57.9%) and Suburban (73.4%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.631, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
 Table 24 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Serve as a Member of SAIP Teams 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   1   1.4  12 16.9    58 81.7    71    
Directors/Supervisors   4 13.8    3 10.3    22 75.9    29    
Principals   5 10.0  11 22.0    34 68.0    50    
Total 10   6.7  26 17.3  114 76.0  150    
 8.164 4 .086*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   6 9.0  14 20.9    47 70.1    67    
Urban   1 5.3    4 21.1    14 73.7    19    
Suburban   3 4.7    8 12.5    53 82.8    64    
Total 10 6.7  26 17.3  114 76.0  150    
           3.169 4 .530*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.93. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.27. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     98 
 
 
 
Table 24, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 81.7% of superintendents, 75.9% of directors, and 68.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers serve as a member of SAIP teams  In light 
of the results (x2=8.164, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness 
regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness 
cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (76.0%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (70.1%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (73.7%) and Suburban (82.8%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .3.169, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
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Table 25 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Serve as a Member of SAP Teams 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    7 10.0    62 88.6    70    
Directors/Supervisors 2 6.9    3 10.3    24 82.8    29    
Principals 4 8.0  10 20.0    36 72.0    50    
Total 7 4.7  20 13.4  122 81.9  149    
 6.460 4 .167*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3   4.5  10 14.9    54 80.6    67    
Urban 2 10.5    5 26.3    12 63.2    19    
Suburban 2   3.2    5   7.9    56 88.9    63    
Total 7   4.7  20 13.4  122 81.9  149    
           6.775 4 .148*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.36. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .89. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 25, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 88.6% of superintendents, 82.8% of directors, and 72.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers serve as a member of SAP teams.  In light 
of the results (x2=6.460, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness 
regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness 
cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (81.9%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (80.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
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as Urban (63.2%) and Suburban (88.9%). The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 6.775, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 26 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Prepare Social or Developmental Histories on Students and/or Families 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   9 12.7  19 26.8  43 60.6    71    
Directors/Supervisors   4 13.8    6 20.7  19 65.5    29    
Principals   5 10.0  13 26.0  32 64.0    50    
Total 18 12.0  38 25.3  94 62.7  150    
 .686 4 .953*** 
Type of District**              
Rural   9 13.4  20 29.9  38 56.7    67    
Urban   2 10.5    3 15.8  14 73.7    18    
Suburban   7 10.9  15 23.4  42 65.6    64    
Total 18 12.0  38 25.3  94 62.7  150    
           2.359 4 .670*** 
*1 cell (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.48. 
**2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.28. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 26, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 60.6% of superintendents, 65.5% of directors, and 64.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers prepare social or developmental histories 
on students and/or families.  In light of the results (x2=.686, df =4, p>.05), the null hypothesis of 
no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position 
fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
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administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (62.7%) 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (56.7%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (73.7%) and Suburban (65.6%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.359, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 27 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Assist Parents to Access Programs that are Available to Students with Special 
Needs 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 4 5.6  12 16.9    55 77.5     71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.4    3 10.3    25 86.2    29    
Principals 2 4.0  10 20.0    38 76.0    50    
Total 7 4.7  25 16.7  118 78.7  150    
 1.581 4 .812*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 4 6.0  18 26.9    45 67.2    67    
Urban 1 5.3    2 10.5    16 84.2    19    
Suburban 2 3.1    5   7.8    57 89.1    64    
Total 7 4.7  25 16.7  118 78.7  150    
           10.287 4 .036**** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.35. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .89. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
****significant at p<.05. 
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Table 27, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 77.5% of superintendents, 86.2% of directors, and 76.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers assist parents to access programs that are 
available to students with special needs.  In light of the results (x2=1.581, df =4, p>.05), the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (78.7%). 
However, this level of awareness is affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (67.2%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (84.2%) and Suburban (89.1%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school can be rejected (x2= .10.287, df= 4, p<.05).  
The alternative hypothesis that there is a difference between level of awareness and geographic 
location is supported. One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by 
administrators in urban and suburban locations.  
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Table 28 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Provide Consultation Regarding School Law and Policy Including IDEA, Section  
504, and Attendance 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   9 12.7  24 33.8  38 53.5    71    
Directors/Supervisors   2   6.9    9 31.0  18 62.1    29    
Principals   9 18.4  10 20.4  30 61.2    49    
Total 20 13.4  43 28.9  86 57.7  149    
 4.120 4 .390*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 12 18.2  22 33.3  32 48.5    66    
Urban   1   5.3    5 26.3  13 68.4    19    
Suburban   7 10.9  16 25.0    4 64.1    64    
Total 20 13.4  43 28.9  86 57.7  149    
           4.980 4 .289*** 
*1 cell (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.89. 
**1 cell (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.55. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
  
Table 28, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 53.5% of superintendents, 62.1% of directors, and 61.2% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers provide consultation regarding school law 
and policy, including IDEA, Section 504 and attendance.  In light of the results (x2=4.120, df =4, 
p>.05), the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and 
rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a 
difference between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high 
level of awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (57.7%). 
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Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (48.5%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (68.4%) and Suburban (64.1%).  The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .4.980, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
 Table 29 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Complete Home Visits to Help Connect Families to Schools and Community 
Resources 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4  5   7.0    65 91.5    71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.7  3 11.1    23 85.2    27    
Principals 3 6.1  2   4.1    44 89.8    49    
Total 5 3.4  10   6.8  132 89.8  147    
 3.267 4 .514*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1   1.5  7 10.6    58 87.9    66    
Urban 2 11.1  1   5.6    15 83.3    18    
Suburban 2   3.2  2   3.2    59 93.7    63    
Total 5   3.4  10   6.8  132 89.8  147    
           6.724 4 .151*** 
*6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .92. 
**6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .61. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 29, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 91.5% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 89.8% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers complete home visits to help connect 
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families to schools and community resources.  In light of the results (x2=3.267, df =4, p>.05) the 
null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (89.8%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (87.9%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (83.3%) and Suburban (93.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 6.724, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Maximizing Access to Community-Based Resources 
The goal of maximizing access to community-based resources is defined by three 
functions: 
• Identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect (Table 30) 
•  Helping school districts receive adequate support from social and mental health 
agencies (Table 31) 
• Obtaining and coordinating community resources to meet student need (Table 32) 
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Table 30 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Identify and Report Child Abuse and Neglect 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  1   1.4    69 98.6    70    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  2   7.1    26 92.9    28    
Principals 0 0  5 10.2    44 89.8    49    
Total 0 0  8   5.4  139 94.6  147    
 4.508 2 .105*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 0 0  4 6.1    62 93.9    66    
Urban 0 0  1 5.6    17 94.6    18    
Suburban 0 0  3 4.8    60 95.2    63    
Total 0 0  8 5.4  139 94.6  147    
            .106 2 .948*** 
*3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.52. 
**3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .98. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 30, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 98.6% of superintendents, 92.9% of directors, and 89.9% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers identify and report child abuse and 
neglect.  In light of the results (x2=4.508, df =2, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in 
level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most 
respondents across ranks of school leadership (94.6%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (93.9%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     107 
 
 
 
as Urban (94.6%) and Suburban (95.2%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= .106, df= 2, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 31 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Help School Districts Receive Adequate Support from Social and Mental Health 
Agencies 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    6   8.5    64 90.1    71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.6    3 10.7    24 85.7    28    
Principals 3 6.0    8 16.0    39 78.0    50    
Total 5 3.4  17 11.4  127 85.2  149    
 3.836 4 .429*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3 4.5    8 11.9    56 83.6    67    
Urban 1 5.6    1   5.6    16 88.9    18    
Suburban 1 1.6    8 12.5    55 85.9    64    
Total 5 3.4  17 11.4  127 85.2  149    
           1.801 4 .772*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .94. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .60. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 31, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 90.1% of superintendents, 85.7% of directors, and 78.0% of 
principals were fully aware that school social workers help school districts receive adequate 
support from social and mental health agencies.  In light of the results (x2=3.836, df =4, p>.05) 
the null hypothesis of no difference in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of 
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administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of 
awareness is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (85.2%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (83.6%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (88.9%) and Suburban (85.9%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 3.836, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
 Table 32 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and Participants’ Level of Awareness that School 
Social Workers Obtain and Coordinate Community Resources to Meet Student Need 
Role* Unaware  Somewhat  
Aware 
 Fully 
Aware 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    5   7.0    66 93.0    71    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.6    3 10.7    24 85.7    28    
Principals 3 6.0    7 14.0    40 80.0    50    
Total 4 2.7  15 10.1  130 87.2  149    
 6.034 4 .197*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.0    8 11.9    57 85.1    67    
Urban 1 5.6    1   5.6    16 88.9    18    
Suburban 1 1.6    6   9.4    57 89.1    64    
Total 4 2.7  15 10.1  130 87.2  149    
           1.569 4 .814*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .75. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .48. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Table 32, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
awareness.  Approximately 93% of superintendents, 85.7% of directors, and 80.0% of principals 
were fully aware that school social workers obtain and coordinate community resources to meet 
student need.  In light of the results (x2=6.034, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference 
in level of awareness regarding this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of awareness cannot be supported.  A high level of awareness is indicated by most 
respondents across ranks of school leadership (87.2%). 
Similarly, this level of awareness is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (85.1%) responded with the same high level of full awareness 
as Urban (88.9%) and Suburban (89.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of 
awareness and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 1.569, df= 4, p>.05).   
One could also conclude that high awareness was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Awareness of the Role and Function of School Social Workers 
The data presented in this section answers the question, What is Pennsylvania public 
school administrators’ level of awareness of the role and function of school social workers based 
on the National School Social Work Practice Model as operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
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f. Maximizing access to community-based resources? 
The data presented in Tables 6-32, showed a majority of administrators surveyed were 
fully aware of the role and function as described by the model. Therefore, the general hypothesis 
that administrators have a low level of awareness of the role and function of school social 
workers is rejected.  
Level of Value 
In this section and for statistical utility purposes (reducing the number of categories with 
less than five observations), the categories for role were compressed and recoded. Superintendent 
and Assistant Superintendents were recoded as Superintendents. Directors and Supervisors were 
recoded as Directors/Supervisors. Principals and Assistant Principals were recoded as Principals, 
thus creating three categories rather than six as listed in the survey.  
Also in this section and for utility purposes (reducing the number of categories with less 
than five observations, the categories for level of value placed were compressed and recoded. 
The two categories, Extremely Valuable, Fully Valuable were collapsed and recoded High 
Value, and two categories, Of No Value and Not So Valuable were collapsed and recoded Low 
Value. The category of Valuable remained the same.  
For this section the general hypothesis, based on the review of the literature, is 
administrators place a low level of value on the role and function of school social workers.  
Value Placed on Providing Evidence-Based Educational Services 
 
The goal of providing evidence-based educational services is defined by three functions: 
• Providing staff consultation, support, and development (Table 33) 
• Implementing evidence-based prevention programs and curricula for mental health, 
truancy, substance use and drop-out (Table 34) 
• Engaging families by providing education, training and support (Table 35) 
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 Table 33 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Provide Staff Consultation, Support, and Education 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.5  14 20.6    53 77.9    68    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 14.8    23 85.2    27    
Principals 3 6.1    6 12.2    40 81.6    49    
Total 4 2.8  24 16.7  116 80.6  144    
 4.536 4 .338*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1  11 16.9    52   80.0    65    
Urban 0 0  0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 2 3.2  13 21.0    47   75.8    62    
Total 4 2.8  24 16.7  116   80.6  144    
           5.036 4 .284*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .75. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .47. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 33, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 77.9% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 81.6% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker provide staff consultation, support 
and development.  In light of the results (x2=4.536, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents 
across ranks of school leadership (80.6%). 
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Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (80.0%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (75.8%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.036, df= 4, p>.05).  One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Table 34 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Implement Evidence-Based Prevention Programs and Curricula 
for Mental Health, Truancy, Substance Use and Drop-Out 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    9 13.0    59 85.5    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    1   3.7    26 96.3    27    
Principals 1 2.0    5 10.2    43 87.8    49    
Total 2 1.4  15 10.3  128 88.3  145    
 2.426 4 .658*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1    7 10.8    56   86.2    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    8 12.7    55   87.3    63    
Total 2 1.4  15 10.3  128   88.3  145    
           4.873 4 .301*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .37. 
 
 
Table 34, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 85.5% of superintendents, 96.3% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker implement evidence-based 
prevention programs and curricula for mental health, substance use, and drop-out.  In light of the 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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results (x2=2.426, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on 
this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative 
hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be 
supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school 
leadership (88.3%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (86.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (87.3%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 4.873, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
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Table 35 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Engage Families by Providing Education, Training and Support 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  6 8.7    63 91.3    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  1 3.7    26 96.3    27    
Principals 2 4.1  2 4.1    45 91.8    49    
Total 2 1.4  9 6.2  134 92.4  145    
 5.291 4 .259*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  6 9.2    58   89.2    63    
Urban 0 0  0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 1 1.6  3 4.8    59   93.7  145    
Total 2 1.4  9 6.2  134   92.4  145    
           2.678 4 .613*** 
*6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .37. 
**6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
Table 35, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 91.3% of superintendents, 96.3% of directors, and 91.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker engage families by providing 
education, training, and support.  In light of the results (x2=5.291, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (92.4%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (89.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
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(100%) and Suburban (93.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.679, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Placed on Providing Evidence-Based Behavioral Services 
The goal of providing evidence-based behavioral services is defined by three functions: 
• Providing crisis intervention (Table 36) 
• Assisting students in developing appropriate social interaction skills (Table 37) 
• Developing positive behavioral intervention strategies for home and school (Table 
38).  
Table 36 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Provide Crisis Intervention 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    5   7.2   64 92.8    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    2   7.4   25 92.6    27    
Principals 1 2.0    5 10.2   43 87.8    49    
Total 1   .7  12   8.3  132 91.0  145    
 2.380 4 .666*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5    6 9.2    58   89.2    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    6 9.5    57   90.5    63    
Total 1   .7  12 8.3  132   91.0  145    
           3.003 4 .557*** 
*5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Table 36, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 92.8% of superintendents, 92.6% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker provide crisis counseling.  In light 
of the results (x2=2.380, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value 
placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the 
alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value cannot 
be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school 
leadership (91.0%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (89.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (90.5%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 3.003, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
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Table 37 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Assist Students in Developing Appropriate Social Interaction 
Skills 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    8 11.6    60 87.0    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    1   3.7    26 96.3    27    
Principals 1 2.0    5 10.2    43 87.8    49    
Total 2 1.4  14   9.7  129 89.0  145    
 2.007 4 .734*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5    9 13.8    55   84.6    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 1 1.6    5   7.9    57   90.5    63    
Total 2 1.4  14   9.7  129   89.0  145    
           3.670 4 .453*** 
*5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .37. 
 
 
Table 37, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 87.0% of superintendents, 96.3% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker assist students in developing 
appropriate social intervention skills.  In light of the results (x2=2.007, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (89.0%). 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (84.6%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(90.5%) and Suburban (89.0%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 3.670, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 38 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Develop Positive Behavioral Intervention Strategies for Home 
and School 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    6   8.8    62 91.2    68    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.7    3 11.1    23 85.2    27    
Principals 0 0    5 10.2    44 89.8    49    
Total 1   .7  14   9.7  129 89.6  144    
 4.533 4 .339*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 0 0    7   10.8    58   89.2    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    16 100.0    16    
Suburban 1 1.6    7 11.1    55   87.3    63    
Total 1   .7  14   9.7  129   89.6  144    
           3.271 4 .514*** 
 
*5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .11. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
  
Table 38, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 91.2% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 89.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker develop positive behavioral 
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intervention strategies for home and school.  In light of the results (x2=4.533, df =4, p>.05) the 
null hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (89.6%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (89.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (87.3%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 3.271, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Value Placed on Providing Evidence-Based Mental Health Services 
 
The goal of providing evidence-based mental health services is defined by three 
functions:  
• Providing counseling (group, individual, and/or family) (Table 39) 
• Providing case management for students and families requiring multiple resources 
(Table 40) 
• Assisting with conflict resolution, coping strategies and anger management (Table 
41) 
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Table 39 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Provide Counseling  
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 2 2.9    8 11.6    59 85.5    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 14.8    23 85.2    27    
Principals 3 6.1    6 12.2    40 81.6    49    
Total 5 3.4  18 12.4  122 84.1  145    
           2.227 4 .694*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1  10 15.4    53   81.5    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 3 4.8    8 12.7    52   82.5    63    
Total 5 3.4  18 12.4  122   84.1  145    
           4.084 4 .395*** 
 
  
 
Table 39, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 85.5% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 81.6% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker provide counseling (group, 
individual, and/or family).  In light of the results (x2=2.227, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of 
no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to 
be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most 
respondents across ranks of school leadership (84.1%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (81.5%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .93. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .59. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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(100%) and Suburban (82.5%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 4.084, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Table 40 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Provide Case Management for Students and Families Requiring 
Multiple Resources 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    3   4.3    66 95.7    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 14.8    23 85.2    27    
Principals 1 2.0    5 10.2    43 87.8    49    
Total 1   .7  12   8.3  132 91.0  145    
           5.182 4 .269*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5    8 12.3    56   86.2    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    4   6.3    59   93.7    63    
Total 1 .7  12   8.3  132   91.0  145    
           4.565 4 .335*** 
 
 
 
 
Table 40, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 95.7% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker provide case management for 
students and families requiring multiple resources.  In light of the results (x2=5.182, df =4, 
p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value place on this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
*5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (91.0%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (86.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (93.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 4.565, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
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Table 41 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Assist with Conflict Resolution, Coping Strategies, and Anger 
Management 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    7 10.3    61 89.7    68    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 14.8    23 85.2    27    
Principals 2 4.1    4   8.2    43 87.8    49    
Total 2 1.4  15 10.4  127 88.2  144    
           4.665 4 .323*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5    9 13.8    55   84.6    65    
Urban 0 0    0   0    16 100.0    16    
Suburban 1 1.6    6   9.5    56   88.9    63    
Total 2 1.4  15 10.4  127   88.2  144    
           3.050 4 .549*** 
4* cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .38. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .22. 
***not significant at p<.05 
 
Table 41, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 89.7% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker assist with conflict resolution, 
coping strategies, and anger management.  In light of the results (x2=4.665, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value place on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (88.2%). 
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Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (84.6%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (88.9%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 3.050, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
 
Value Placed on Promoting a School Climate and Culture Conducive to Student Learning and 
Teaching  
 
The goal of promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching is defined by seven functions:  
• Creating a safe school environment through anti-bullying programs (Table 42) 
• Developing and teaching conflict resolution programs (Table 43)  
• Conducting psychoeducational groups to address negative school behavior (Table 44) 
• Conducting evidence-based substance abuse prevention programs (Table 45) 
• Conducting evidence-based mental health prevention programs (Table 46) 
• Conducting evidence-based truancy prevention programs (Table 47) 
• Conducting evidence-based drop-out prevention programs (Table 48) 
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Table 42 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Create a Safe School Environment through Anti-Bullying 
Programs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  12 17.4    57 82.6    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 11.1    24 88.9    27    
Principals 3 6.1    8 16.3    38 77.6    49    
Total 3 2.1  23 15.9  119 82.1  145    
           6.647 4 .156*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1  12 18.5    51 78.5    65    
Urban 0 0    1   5.9    16 94.1    17    
Suburban 1 1.6  10 15.9    52 82.5    63    
Total 3 2.1  23 15.9  119 81.2  145    
           3.894 4 .646*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .56. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .35. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 42, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 82.6% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 77.6% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker create a safe school environment 
through anti-bullying programs.  In light of the results (x2=6.647, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (82.1%). 
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Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (78.5%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(94.1%) and Suburban (82.5%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.491, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 43 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Develop and teach Conflict Resolution Programs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total X2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  13 18.8    56 81.2    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 11.1    24 88.9    27    
Principals 2 4.1    7 14.3    40 81.6    49    
Total 2 1.4  23 15.9  120 82.8  145    
           4.917 4 .296*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  12 18.5    52 80.0    65    
Urban 0 0    1   5.9    16 94.1    17    
Suburban 1 1.6  10 15.9    52 82.5    63    
Total 2 1.4  23 15.9  120 82.8  145    
           1.936 4 .748*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .37. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .23. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
Table 43, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 81.2% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 81.6% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker develop and teach conflict 
resolution programs.  In light of the results (x2=4.917, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no 
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difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents 
across ranks of school leadership (82.8%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (80.0%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(94.1%) and Suburban (82.5%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 1.936, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
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Table 44 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Conduct Psychoeducation Groups to Address Negative School 
Behavior 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 2 2.9  11 15.9    56 81.2    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 11.1    24 88.9    27    
Principals 2 4.1    6 12.2    41 83.7    49    
Total 4 2.8  20 138  121 83.4  145    
           1.657 4 .799*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1  13 20.0    50   76.9    65    
Urban 0 0  0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 2 3.2    7 11.1    54   85.7    63    
Total 4 2.8  20 13.8  121   83.4  145    
           5.950 4 .203*** 
 
 
 
  
Table 44, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 81.2% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 83.7% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker conduct psychoeducational groups 
to address negative school behavior.  In light of the results (x2=1.657, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (83.4%). 
4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .74. 
4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .47. 
***not significant at p<.05.  
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Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (76.9%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (85.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.950, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Table 45 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Conduct Evidence-Based Substance Abuse Prevention Programs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4  14 20.3    54 78.3    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 11.1    24 88.9    27    
Principals 2 4.1    6 12.2    41 83.7    49    
Total 3 2.1  23 15.9  119 82.1  145    
           3.578 4 .466*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3 4.6  13 20.0    49 75.4    65    
Urban 0 0    1   5.9    16 94.1    17    
Suburban 0 0    9 14.3    54 85.7    63    
Total 3 2.1  23 15.9  119 82.1  145    
           6.317 4 .177*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .56. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .35. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 45, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 78.3% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 83.7% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker conduct evidence-based substance 
abuse prevention programs.  In light of the results (x 2=3.578, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis 
of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position 
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fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most 
respondents across ranks of school leadership (82.1%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (75.4%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(94.1%) and Suburban (85.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 6.317, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 46 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Conduct Evidence-Based Mental Health Prevention Programs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.5    7 10.3    60 88.2    68    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 11.1    24 88.9    27    
Principals 2 4.1    4   8.2    43 87.8    49    
Total 3 2.1  14 9.7  127 88.2  144    
           1.826 4 .768*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3 4.6    9 13.8  53   81.5    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0  17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    5 8.1  57   91.9    62    
Total 3 2.1  14 9.7  127   88.2  144    
           7.305 4 .121*** 
*5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .56. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .35 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Table 46, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 88.2% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker conduct evidence-based mental 
health prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2=1.826, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of 
no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to 
be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of 
administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most 
respondents across ranks of school leadership (88.2%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (81.5%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (91.9%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 7.305, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.  
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Table 47 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Conduct Evidence-Based Truancy Prevention Programs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    8 11.6    60 87.0    68    
Directors/Supervisors 1 3.7    2   7.4    24 88.9    27    
Principals 1 2.0    6 12.2    42 85.7    49    
Total 3 2.1  16 11.0  126 86.9  145    
           .904 4 .924*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1  12 18.5  51   78.5    65    
Urban 0 0    0   0  17 100.0    17    
Suburban 1 1.6    4   6.3  58   92.1    63    
Total 3 2.1  16 11.0  126   86.9  145    
           8.182 4 .085*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .56. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .35. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 47, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 87.0% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 85.7% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker conduct evidence-based truancy 
prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2=.904, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents 
across ranks of school leadership (86.9%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (78.5%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
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(100%) and Suburban (92.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 8.182, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Table 48 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Conduct Evidence-Based Drop-Out Prevention Programs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  11 16.2    57 83.8    68    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    3 11.1    24 88.9    27    
Principals 1 2.0    8  16.3    40 81.6    49    
Total 1   .7  22 15.3  121 84.0  144    
           2.427 4 .658*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.6  12 18.8    51   79.7    64    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0  10 15.9    53   84.1    63    
Total 1   .7  22 15.3  121   84.0  144    
           5.027 4 .285*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 48, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 83.8% of superintendents, 88.9% of directors, and 81.6% of principals, 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker conduct evidence-based drop-out 
prevention programs.  In light of the results (x2=2.427, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no 
difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be 
rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators 
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and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents 
across ranks of school leadership (84.0%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (79.7%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (84.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.027, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
 Value Placed on Maximizing Access to School-Based Resources 
The goal of maximizing access to school-based resources is defined by eight functions: 
• Serving as a member of IEP teams (Table 49) 
• serving as a member of IST  teams (Table 50) 
• Serving as a member of SAIP teams (Table 51) 
• Serving as member of SAP teams (Table 52) 
• Preparing social or developmental histories on students and/or families (Table 53) 
• Assisting parents to access programs that are available to students with special needs 
(Table 54) 
• Providing consultation regarding school law and school policy including IDEA, 
Section 504 and attendance (Table 55) 
• Completing home visits to help connect families to school and community resources 
(Table 56) 
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Table 49 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Serve as a Member of IEP Teams 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 2 2.9  16 23.2    51 73.9    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 14.8    23 85.2    27    
Principals 3 6.1  15 30.6    31 63.3    49    
Total 5 3.4  35 24.1  105 72.4  145    
           5.053 4 .282*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1  18 27.7    45 69.2    65    
Urban 0 0    3 17.6    14 82.4    17    
Suburban 3 4.8  14 22.2    46 73.0    63    
Total 5 3.4  35 24.1  105 72.4  145    
           1.986 4 .738*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .93. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .59. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 49, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 73.9% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 63.3% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker serve as a member of IEP teams.  
In light of the results (x2=5.053, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of 
value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, 
the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value 
cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (72.4%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (69.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
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(82.4%) and Suburban (73.0%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2=1.986, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 50 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Serve as a Member of IST Teams 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 2 2.9  14 20.3    53 76.8    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    5 19.2    21 80.8    26    
Principals 4 8.2  11 22.4    34 69.4    49    
Total 6 4.2  30 20.8  108 75.0  144    
           3.683 4 .451*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3 4.6  17 26.2    45 69.2    65    
Urban 0 0    1 5.9    16 94.1    17    
Suburban 3 4.8  12 19.4    47 75.8    62    
Total 6 4.2  30 20.8  108 75.0  144    
           4.701 4 .319*** 
*3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.08. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .71. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 50, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 76.8% of superintendents, 80.8% of directors, and 69.4% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker serve as a member of IST teams.  
In light of the results (x2=3.683, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of 
value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, 
the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value 
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cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (75.0%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (69.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(94.1%) and Suburban (75.8%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 4.701, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 51 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Serve as a Member of SAIP Teams 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    9 13.0    60 87.0    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    5 18.5    22 81.5    27    
Principals 1 2.1    6 12.5    41 85.4    48    
Total 1   .7  20 13.9  123 85.4  144    
           2.587 4 .629*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  12 18.5    52   80.0    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    8 12.9    54   87.1    62    
Total 1   .7  20 13.9  123   85.4  144    
           5.265 4 .261*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
 
Table 51, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 87.0% of superintendents, 81.5% of directors, and 85.4% of principals 
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placed a high level of value on having a school social worker serve as a member of SAIP teams.  
In light of the results (x2=2.587, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of 
value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, 
the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value 
cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (85.4%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (80.0%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (87.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.265, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
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Table 52 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Serve as a Member of SAP Teams 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    9 13.2    59 86.8    68    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 15.4    22 84.6    26    
Principals 2 4.1    6 12.2    41 83.7    49    
Total 2 1.4  19 13.3  122 85.3  143    
           3.997 4 .406*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  12 18.5    52   80.0    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    16 100.0    16    
Suburban 1 1.6    7 11.3    54   87.1    62    
Total 2 1.4  19 13.3  122   85.3  143    
           4.518 4 .340*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .36. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .22. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 52, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 86.8% of superintendents, 84.6% of directors, and 83.7% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker serve as a member of SAP teams.  
In light of the results (x2=3.997, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of 
value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, 
the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value 
cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of 
school leadership (85.3%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (80.0%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
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(100%) and Suburban (87.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 4.518, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Table 53 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Prepare Social or Developmental Histories on Students and/or 
Families 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 3 4.3  14 20.3    52 75.4    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    4 14.8    23 85.2    27    
Principals 4 8.2    6 12.2    39 79.6    49    
Total 7 4.8  24 16.6  114 78.6  145    
           3.894 4 .421*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 3 4.6  16 24.6    46   70.8    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 4 6.3    8 12.7    31   81.0    63    
Total 7 4.8  24 16.6  114   78.6  145    
           8.603 4 .072*** 
*4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.30. 
**4 cells (44.4%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .82. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 53, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 75.4% of superintendents, 85.2% of directors, and 79.6% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker prepare social or developmental 
histories on students and/or families.  In light of the results (x2=3.894, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
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of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (78.6%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (70.8%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (81.0%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 8.603, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Table 54 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Assist Parents to Access Programs that are Available to Student 
with Special Needs 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 1 1.4    5 7.2    63 91.3    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    2 7.4    25 92.6    27    
Principals 2 4.1    4 8.2    43 87.8    49    
Total 3 2.1  11 7.6  131 90.3  145    
           1.738 4 .784*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 2 3.1    6 9.2    57   87.7    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 1 1.6    5 7.9    57   90.5    63    
Total 3 2.1  11 7.6  131   90.3  145    
           2.499 4 .645*** 
*5 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .56 
**6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .35. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 54, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 91.3% of superintendents, 92.6% of directors, and 87.8% of principals 
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placed a high level of value on having a school social worker assist parents to access programs 
that are available for students with special needs.  In light of the results (x2=1.738, df =4, p>.05) 
the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (90.3%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (87.7%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (90.5%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.499, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
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Table 55 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Provide Consultation Regarding School Law and School Policy 
Including IDEA, Section 504, and Attendance 
Role* Low Value  Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents   7 10.3  13 19.1    49 70.6    68    
Directors/Supervisors   3 11.1    3 11.1    21 78.8    27    
Principals 10 20.4    7 14.3    32 65.3    49    
Total 20 13.9  23 16.0  101 70.0  144    
           3.580 4 .466*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 10 15.6  11 17.2    43 67.2    64    
Urban   0 0    1 5.9    16 94.1    17    
Suburban 10 15.9  11 17.5    42 66.7    63    
Total 20 13.9  23 16.0  101 70.0  144    
           5.490 4 .241*** 
*2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.75. 
**2 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.36. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 55, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 70.6% of superintendents, 78.8% of directors, and 65.3% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker provide consultation regarding 
school law and policy including IDEA, Section 504 and attendance.  In light of the results          
(x2=3.580, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this 
function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative 
hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be 
supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school 
leadership (70.0%). 
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Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (67.2%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(94.1%) and Suburban (66.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 5.490, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 56 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Compete Home Visits to Help Connect Families to Schools and 
Community Resources 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  4 5.8    65 94.2    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  2 7.4    25 92.6    27    
Principals 1 2.0  3 6.1    45 91.8    49    
Total 1   .7  9 6.2  135 93.1  145    
           2.059 4 .725*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5  5 7.7    59   90.8    65    
Urban 0 0  0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0  4 6.3    59   93.7    63    
Total 1   .7  9 6.2  135   93.1  145    
           2.646 4 .619*** 
*6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 56, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 94.2% of superintendents, 92.6% of directors, and 91.8% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker complete home visits to help 
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connect families to schools and community resources.  In light of the results (x2=2.059, df =4, 
p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value place on this function and rank of 
administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference 
between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is 
indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (93.1%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (90.8%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (93.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.646, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Value Placed on Maximizing Access to Community-Based Resources 
The goal of maximizing access to community-based resources is defined by three 
functions: 
• Identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect (Table 57) 
• Helping school districts receive adequate support from social and mental health 
agencies (Table 58) 
• Obtaining and coordinating community resources to meet student need (Table 59)  
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Table 57 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Identify and Report Child Abuse and Neglect 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High 
Value 
 Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0  4 5.9    64 94.1    68    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0  1 3.7    26 96.3    27    
Principals 1 2.0  2 4.1    46 93.9    49    
Total 1   .7  7 4.9  136 94.4  144    
           2.233 4 .693*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.6  4 6.3    59 92.0    64    
Urban 0 0  1 5.9    16 94.1    17    
Suburban 0 0  2 3.2    61 96.8    63    
Total 1   .7  7 4.9  136 94.4  144    
           1.982 4 .739*** 
*6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 57, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 94.1% of superintendents, 96.3% of directors, and 93.9% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker identify and report child abuse and 
neglect.  In light of the results (x2=2.233, df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in 
level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  
Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels of administrators and level of 
value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks 
of school leadership (94.4%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (92.0%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
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(94.1%) and Suburban (96.8%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value 
and geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 1.982, df= 4, p>.05).   One could 
also conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic 
locations.   
Table 58 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Help School Districts Receive Adequate Support from Social and Mental 
Health Agencies 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    6  8.7    63 91.3    66    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    2 7.4    25 92.5    27    
Principals 1 2.0    2 4.1    46 93.9    49    
Total 1   .7  10 6.9  134 92.4  145    
           2.877 4 .579*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 1 1.5    5 7.7    59   90.8    65    
Urban 0 0    0 0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    5 7.9    58   92.1    63    
Total 1   .7  10 6.9  134   92.4  145    
           2.687 4 .611*** 
*6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .19. 
**6 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .12. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
 
 
Table 58, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 91.3% of superintendents, 92.5% of directors, and 93.9% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker helping school districts receive 
adequate support from social and mental health agencies.  In light of the results (x2=2.877,         
df =4, p>.05) the null hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and 
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rank of administrators’ position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a 
difference between levels of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level 
of value is indicated by most respondents across ranks of school leadership (92.4%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (90.8%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (92.1%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.687, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.  
Table 59 
Distribution of Characteristics of Participants and the Level of Value Participants Placed on 
Having a School Social Worker Obtain and Coordinate Community Resources to Meet Student 
Need 
Role* Low 
Value 
 Valuable   High Value  Total x2 df p 
 # %  # %  # %      
Superintendents 0 0    6 8.7    63 91.3    69    
Directors/Supervisors 0 0    2 7.4    25 92.6    27    
Principals 0 0    3 6.1    46 93.9    49    
Total 0 0  11 7.6  134 92.4  145    
           .272 2 .873*** 
Type of District**              
Rural 0 0    7 10.8    58   89.2    65    
Urban 0 0    0   0    17 100.0    17    
Suburban 0 0    4   6.3    59   93.7    63    
Total 0 0  11   7.6  134   92.4  145    
           2.472 2 .290*** 
*2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.05. 
**3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.29. 
***not significant at p<.05. 
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Table 59, shows across the levels of leadership, respondents indicated a high level of 
value.  Approximately 91.3% of superintendents, 92.6% of directors, and 93.9% of principals 
placed a high level of value on having a school social worker obtain and coordinate community 
resources to meet student needs.  In light of the results (x2=.272, df =4, p>.05) the null 
hypothesis of no difference in level of value placed on this function and rank of administrators’ 
position fails to be rejected.  Therefore, the alternative hypothesis of a difference between levels 
of administrators and level of value cannot be supported.  A high level of value is indicated by 
most respondents across ranks of school leadership (92.4%). 
Similarly, this level of value is not affected by the geographic distribution of the 
respondents.  Rural administrators (89.3%) responded with the same high level of value as Urban 
(100%) and Suburban (93.7%).   The null hypothesis of no difference between level of value and 
geographic location of the school cannot be rejected (x2= 2.472, df= 4, p>.05).   One could also 
conclude that high level of value was evidenced by administrators across geographic locations.   
Value Placed on the Role and Function of School Social Workers 
The data presented in this section answers the question, What level of value do 
Pennsylvania school administrators place on the role and function of school social workers based 
on the National School Social Work Practice Model as operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
f. Maximizing access to community-based resources? 
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The data presented in tables 33-59, showed a majority of administrator place of high level 
of value on the role and function of school social workers. Therefore, the general hypothesis that 
administrators place a low value on the role and function of school social workers is rejected.  
Relationship between Awareness and Value 
In this section and for statistical utility purposes (reducing the number of categories with 
less than five observations), the categories for role were compressed and recoded. Superintendent 
and Assistant Superintendents were recoded as Superintendents. Directors and Supervisors were 
recoded as Directors/Supervisors. Principals and Assistant Principals were recoded as Principals, 
thus creating three categories rather than six as listed in the survey.  
For this section the general hypothesis, based on the review of the literature, is the higher 
the level of administrator awareness of the role and function of school social workers the higher 
the value placed on the role and function. 
Providing Evidence-Based Educational Services 
The goal of providing educational services was defined by three functions: 
• Providing staff consultation, support, and development (Table 60) 
• Implementing evidence-based prevention programs and curricula for mental health, 
truancy, substance use, and drop out (Table 61) 
• Engaging families by providing education, training, and support (Table 62) 
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Table 60 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Valued Placed on Providing Staff Consultation, 
Support and Development 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0   0    3 75.0    0 0    1 25.0      4 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  3 12.0     8 32.0    8 32.0    6 24.0    25 
Fully Aware 0 0  1     .9  13 11.6  27 24.1  62 63.4  112 
Total 0 0  4   2.8  24 17.0  35 24.8  78 55.3  141 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on providing staff consultation, suppor,t and 
development. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value 
which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.377, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the 
awareness, the higher the value placed on school social workers performing this function.  It is 
observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=112) was fully aware 
of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of 
participants (n=113) considered also this function very valuable (n=35) or extremely valuable 
(n=78). Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not 
any variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of 
both variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks 
of both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of 
value. 
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Table 61 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Implementing Evidence-Based 
Prevention Programs and Curricula for Mental Health, Truancy, Substance Use, and Drop-Out 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    2 40.0    0 0    3 60      5 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1 3.0    8 24.2    9 27.3  15 45.5    33 
Fully Aware 0 0  1   .9    5   4.7  24 22.6  76 71.7  106 
Total 0 0  2 1.4  15 10.4  33 22.9  94 65.3  141 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on implementing evidence-based prevention 
programs and curricula for mental health, truancy, substance use, and drop-out. There was 
positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically 
significant. (rs (6) =.262, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the 
value placed on school social workers performing this function.  It is observed, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=106) was fully aware of social workers performing 
this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=127) considered this 
function very valuable (n=33) or extremely valuable (n=94). Since there are not many 
observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is 
an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value.  
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Table 62 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Engaging Families by 
Providing Education, Training and Support 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    2 40.0  0 0    3 60.0      5 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1 3.0    8 24.2    9 27.3  15 45.5    33 
Fully Aware 0 0  1   .9    5   4.7  24 22.6  76 71.7  106 
Total 0 0  2 1.4  15 10.4  33 22.9  94 65.3  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed engaging families by providing education, training, 
and support. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which 
was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.262, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, 
the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, 
that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=106) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=127) 
considered this function very valuable (n=33) or extremely valuable (n=94). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value.  
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Providing Evidence-Based Behavioral Services 
 The goal of providing evidence-based behavioral services is defined by three functions: 
• Providing crisis intervention (Table 63) 
• Assisting students in developing appropriate social interaction skills (Table 64) 
• Developing positive behavioral intervention strategies for home and school (Table 
65). 
Table 63 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Providing Crisis Intervention 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    1 25.0    2 50.0      1 25.0      4 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 6.3  0 0    3 18.8    3 18.8      9 56.3    16 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    8   6.5  19 15.4    96 78.0  123 
Total 1   .7  0 0  12   8.4  24 16.8  106 74.0  143 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on providing crisis intervention. There was positive 
correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically significant.     
(rs (6) =.245, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed 
on school social workers performing this function.  It is observed, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=123) was fully aware of social workers performing 
this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=130) considered this 
function very valuable (n=24) or extremely valuable (n=106). Since there are not many 
observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is 
an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
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awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Table 64 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Assisting Students in 
Developing Appropriate Social Interaction Skills 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    0   0    0   0    1 100.0      1 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  2 9.1    3 13.6    8 36.4    9 40.9    22 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0  11   9.1  23 19.0  87 71.9  121 
Total 0 0  2 1.4  14 9.7  31 21.5  97 67.4  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on assisting students in developing appropriate 
social interaction skills. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of 
value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.228, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the 
awareness, the higher the value placed on school social workers performing this function.  It is 
observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=121) was fully aware 
of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of 
participants (n=128) considered this function very valuable (n=31) or extremely valuable (n=97). 
Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any 
variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both 
variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of 
both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of 
value.  
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Table 65 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Developing Positive Behavioral 
Intervention Strategies for Home and School 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    0 0    0   0    1   100.0      1 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  0 0    7 25.0    8 28.6  13   46.4    28 
Fully Aware 1 .9  0 0    7   6.2  23 20.4  82   72.6  113 
Total 1 .7  0 0  14   9.9  31 21.8  96   67.6  142 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on developing positive behavioral intervention 
strategies for home and school. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and 
level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.225, p<.05). Results indicate that the 
higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is 
observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=113) was fully aware 
of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of 
participants (n=127) considered this function very valuable (n=31) or extremely valuable (n=96). 
Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any 
variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both 
variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of 
both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of 
value. 
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Providing Evidence-Based Mental Health Services 
 The goal of providing evidence-based mental health services is defined by three 
functions: 
• Providing counseling (group, individual, and/or family) (Table 66) 
• Providing case management for students and families requiring multiple resources 
(Table 67) 
• Assisting with conflict resolution, coping strategies and anger management (Table 
68).  
Table 66 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Providing Counseling 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  2 20.0    1 10.0    2 20.0    5 50.0    10 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  2   7.7  10 38.5    7 26.9    7 26.9    26 
Fully Aware 0 0  1     .9    7   6.5  17 15.7  83 76.9  108 
Total 0 0  5   3.5  18 12.5  26 18.1  95 66.0  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on providing counseling (individual, group, and/or 
family). There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was 
statistically significant. (rs (6) =.418, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the 
higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that 
the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=108) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=121)  
considered this function very valuable (n=26) or extremely valuable (n=95). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
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There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Table 67 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Providing Case Management 
for Students and Families Requiring Multiple Resources 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    1 33.3    1 33.3    1 33.3      3 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1 4.8    5 23.8    7 33.3    8 38.1    21 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    6   5.0  25 20.7  90 74.4  121 
Total 0 0  1   .7  12   8.3  33 22.8  99 68.3  145 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on providing case management for students and 
families requiring multiple resources. There was positive correlation between level of awareness 
and level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.327, p<.05). Results indicate that 
the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  
It is observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=132) was fully 
aware of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of 
participants (n=113) considered also this function very valuable (n=33) or extremely valuable 
(n=99). Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not 
any variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of 
both variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks 
of both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of 
value.  
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Table 68 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Assisting with Conflict 
Resolution, Coping Strategies, and Anger Management 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    1 20.0    2 40.0    2 40.0      5 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  2 8.0    7 28.0    8 32.0    8 32.0    25 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    7   6.2  26 23.0  80 70.8  113 
Total 0 0  2 1.4  15 10.5  36 25.2  90 62.9  143 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on assisting with conflict resolution, coping 
strategies, and anger management.  There was positive correlation between level of awareness 
and level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.352, p<.05). Results indicate that 
the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  
It is observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=126) was fully 
aware of social workers performing this function.  And the overwhelming number of participants 
(n=113) also considered this function very valuable (n=36) or extremely valuable (n=90). Since 
there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability 
in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables 
(value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both 
variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Promoting a School Climate and Culture Conducive to Student Learning and Teaching 
 The goal of promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching is defined by seven functions:  
• Creating a safe school environment through anti-bullying programs (Table 69) 
• Developing and teaching conflict resolution programs (Table 70) 
• Conducting psychoeducational groups to address negative school behavior (Table 
71),  
• Conducting evidence-based substance abuse prevention programs (Table 72)  
• Conducting evidence-based mental heal prevention programs (Table 73) 
• Conducting evidence-based truancy prevention programs (Table 74) 
• Conducting evidence-based drop-out prevention programs (Table 75) 
Table 69 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Creating a Safe School 
Environment through Anti-Bullying Programs 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    5 50.0    4 40.0    1 10.0    10 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  3 7.0    9 20.9  15 34.9  16 37.2    43 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    9   9.8  23 25.0  60 65.2    92 
Total 0 0  3 2.1  23 15.9  42 29.0  77 53.1  145 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on creating a safe school environment through anti-
bullying programs. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value 
which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.371, p<.05).  Results indicate that the higher the 
awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, 
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however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=112) was fully aware of social 
workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants 
(n=119) considered this function very valuable (n=42) or extremely valuable (n=77). Since there 
are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in 
scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables 
(value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both 
variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Table 70 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Developing and Teaching 
Conflict Resolution Programs 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    1 20.0    2 40.0    2 40.0      5 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 2.4  1 2.4  14 33.3  16 38.1  10 23.8    42 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    8   8.3  25 26.0  63 65.6    96 
Total 1   .7  1   .7  23 16.1  43 30.1  75 52.4  143 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on developing and teaching conflict resolution 
programs. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which 
was statistically significant. (rs (8) =.406, p=<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, 
the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, 
that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=96) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=118) 
considered this function very valuable (n=43) or extremely valuable (n=75). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     162 
 
 
 
There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Table 71 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Conducting Psychoeducational 
Groups to Address Negative School Behavior 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  1 10.0    2 20.0    3 30.0    4 40.0    10 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  2   5.1  10 25.6  14 35.9  13 33.3    39 
Fully Aware 0 0  1   1.0    8   8.3  22 22.9  65 67.0    96 
Total 0 0  4 2.8  20 13.8  39 26.9  82 56.6  145 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed conducting psychoeducational groups to address 
negative school behavior. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of 
value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.331, p=<.05). Results indicate that the higher 
the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is 
observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=96) was fully aware of 
social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants 
(n=121) also considered this function very valuable (n=39) or extremely valuable (n=82). Since 
there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability 
in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables 
(value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both 
variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Table 72 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Conducting Evidence-Based 
Substance Abuse Prevention Programs 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  2 13.3    5 33.3    4 26.7    4 26.7    15 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1   2.8    7 19.4  14 38.9  14 38.9    36 
Fully Aware 0 0  0   0  11 11.8  20 21.5  62 66.7    93 
Total 0 0  3   2.1  23 16.0  38 26.4  80 55.6  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed conducting evidence-based substance abuse 
prevention programs. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of 
value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.332, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the 
awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, 
however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=93) was fully aware of social 
workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants 
(n=118) considered this function very valuable (n=38) or extremely valuable (n=80). Since there 
are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in 
scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables 
(value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both 
variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value  
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Table 73 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Conducting Evidence-Based 
Mental Health Prevention Programs 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  1 11.1    1 11.1    2 22.2    5 55.6      9 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1   2.9    7 20.6  11 32.4  15 44.1    34 
Fully Aware 0 0  1   1.0    6   6.0  21 21.0  72 72.0  100 
Total 0 0  3   2.1  14   9.8  34 23.8  92 64.3  143 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed conducting evidence-based mental health prevention 
programs. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which 
was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.256, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, 
the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers. It is observed, however, 
that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=100) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=126) 
considered this function very valuable (n=34) or extremely valuable (n=92). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value.  
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Table 74 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Conducting Evidence-Based 
Truancy Prevention Programs 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    4 40.0    2 20.0    4 40.0    10 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 2.9  0 0    5 14.3  17 48.6  12 34.3    35 
Fully Aware 0 0  2 2.0    7   7.1  20 20.2  70 70.7    99 
Total 1   .7  2 1.4  16 11.1  39 27.1  86 59.7  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed conducting evidence-based truancy prevention 
programs. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which 
was statistically significant. (rs (8) =.325, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, 
the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, 
that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=99) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=125) 
considered this function very valuable (n=39) or extremely valuable (n=86). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value.  
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Table 75 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Conducting Evidence-Based 
Drop-Out Prevention Programs  
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    4 33.3    3 25.0    5 41.7    12 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1 2.4    8 19.0  18 42.9  15 35.7    42 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    9 10.2  17 19.3  62 70.5    88 
Total 0 0  1   .7  21 14.8  38 26.8  82 57.7  142 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed conducting evidence-based drop-out prevention 
programs. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which 
was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.319, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, 
the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers. It is observed, however, 
that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=88) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=120) 
considered this function very valuable (n=38) or extremely valuable (n=82). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Maximizing Access to School-Based Resources 
 The goal of maximizing access to school-based resources is defined by eight functions: 
• Serving as a member of IEP teams (Table 76) 
• Serving as a member if IST teams (Table 77)  
• Serving as a member of SAIP teams (Table 78) 
• Serving as a member of SAP teams (Table 79) 
• Preparing social or developmental histories on students and/or families (Table 80)  
• Assisting parents to access programs that are available to students with special needs 
(Table 81) 
• Providing consultation regarding school law and school policy including IDEA, 
Section 504 and attendance (Table 82)  
• Completing home visits to help connect families to schools and community resources 
(Table 83) 
 
Table 76 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Serving as a Member of IEP 
Teams 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 1 12.5  1 12.5    4 50.0    1 12.5    1 12.5      8 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 0  0   0  13 41.9  10 32.3    7 22.6    31 
Fully 
Aware 
0 0  2   1.9  18 17.0  31 29.2  55 51.9  106 
Total 2   1.4  3   2.1  35 24.1  42 29.0  63 43.4  145 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on serving as member of IEP teams. There was 
positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically 
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significant. (rs (8) =.352, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the 
value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=106) was fully aware of social workers performing 
this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=105) considered this 
function very valuable (n=42) or extremely valuable (n=63). Since there are not many 
observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is 
an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Table 77 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Serving as a Member of IST 
Teams 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  2 28.6    3 42.9    2 28.6    0 0      7 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 3.0  2 6.1    8 24.2  12 36.4  10 30.3    33 
Fully Aware 0 0  1 1.0  19 18.3  27 26.0  57 54.8  104 
Total 1   .7  5 3.5  30 20.8  41 28.5  67 46.5  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on serving as member of IST teams. There was 
positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically 
significant. (rs (8) =.315, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the 
value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=104) were fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=108) 
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considered this function very valuable (n=41) or extremely valuable (n=67). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Table 78 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Serving as a Member of SAIP 
Teams 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    4 50.0    1 12.5    3 37.5      8 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 4.0  0 0    6 24.0    9 36.0    9 36.0    25 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0  10   9.0  28 25.2  73 65.8  111 
Total 1   .7  0 0  20 13.9  38 26.4  85 59.0  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on serving as member of SAIP teams. There was 
positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically 
significant. (rs (6) =.294, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the 
value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=123) was fully aware of social workers performing 
this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=113) considered this 
function very valuable (n=38) or extremely valuable (n=85). Since there are not many 
observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is 
an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
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awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
 
Table 79 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Serving as a Member of SAP 
Teams 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    3 15.8    2  5.6    0   0      5 
Somewhat 
Aware 
2 10.5  0 0    5 26.3    5 26.3    7 36.8    19 
Fully 
Aware 
0 0  0 0  11   9.3  29 24.6  78 66.1  118 
Total 2   1.4  0 0  19 13.4  36 25.4  85 59.9  142 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on serving as member of SAIP teams. There was 
positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically 
significant. (rs (6) =.344, p<.05).  Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the 
value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=121) was fully aware of social workers performing 
this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=113) also considered 
this function very valuable (n=36) or extremely valuable (n=85). Since there are not many 
observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is 
an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value.  
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Table 80 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Preparing Social or 
Developmental Histories on Students and/or Families 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0   0    8 47.1  5 29.4    4 23.5    17 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 2.8  4 11.1    8 22.2  14 38.9    9 25.0    36 
Fully Aware 0 0  2   2.2    8   8.7  23 25.0  59 64.1    92 
Total 1   .7  6   4.1  24 16.6  42 29.0  72 49.7  145 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on preparing social or developmental histories on 
students and/or families. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of 
value which was statistically significant. (rs (8) =.409, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the 
awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, 
however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=92) was fully aware of social 
workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants 
(n=114) considered this function very valuable (n=42) or extremely valuable (n=72). Since there 
are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in 
scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables 
(value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both 
variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Table 81 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Assisting Parents to Access 
Program that are Available to Students with Special Needs 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    3 50.0    1 16.7    2 33.3      6 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  2 8.3    2   8.3    8 33.3  12 50.0    24 
Fully Aware 0 0  1   .9    6   5.2  23 20.0  85 73.9  115 
Total 0 0  3 2.1  11 7.6  32 22.1  99 68.3  145 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on assisting parents to access programs that are 
available to students with special needs. There was positive correlation between level of 
awareness and level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.267, p<.05). Results 
indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school 
social workers.  It is observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents 
(n=115) was fully aware of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the 
overwhelming number of participants (n=131) also considered this function very valuable (n=32) 
or extremely valuable (n=99). Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either 
variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at 
the higher levels of both variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many 
observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of 
awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Table 82 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Providing Consultation 
Regarding School Law and School Policy including IDEA, Section 504, and Attendance  
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0    6 33.3    4 22.2    6 33.3    2 11.1    18 
Somewhat 
Aware 
2 4.9    4   9.8  11 26.8  16 39.0    8 19.5    41 
Fully Aware 1 1.2    7   8.3    8   9.5  18 21.4  50 59.5    84 
Total 3 2.1  17 11.9  23 16.1  40 28.0  60 42.0  143 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on providing consultation regarding school law and 
school policy including IDEA, Section 504, and attendance. There was positive correlation 
between level of awareness and level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (8) =.413, 
p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this 
function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of 
the respondents (n=84) was fully aware of social workers performing this function.  
Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=100) considered this function very 
valuable (n=40) or extremely valuable (n=60). Since there are not many observations at the 
lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is an observed 
homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and awareness). Since 
there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it cannot be claimed that 
at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Table 83 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Completing Home Visits to 
Help Connect Families to Schools and Community Resources 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable   Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %   N %  N %   
Unaware 0   0  0 0  1 33.3     2 66.7      0   0      3 
Somewhat 
Aware 
1 10.0  0 0  2 20.0     3 30.0      4 40.0    10 
Fully 
Aware 
0   0  0 0  6   4.7   23 17.8  100 77.5  129 
Total 1     .7  0 0  9   6.3   28 19.7  104 73.2  142 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on completing home visits to help connect families 
to schools and community resources.  There was positive correlation between level of awareness 
and level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.332, p<.05). Results indicate that 
the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  
It is observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=129) was fully 
aware of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of 
participants (n=132) considered this function very valuable (n=28) or extremely valuable 
(n=104). Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not 
any variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of 
both variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks 
of both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of 
value. 
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Maximizing Access to Community-Based Resources 
 The goal of maximizing access to community-based resources is defined by three 
functions: 
• Identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect (Table 84) 
• Helping school districts receive adequate support from social and mental health 
agencies (Table 85) 
• Obtaining and coordinating community resources to meet student need (Table 86) 
Table 84 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed Identifying and Reporting Child 
Abuse and Neglect 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0  0 0    0   0      0   0      0 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1 14.3  3 42.9    2 28.6      1 14.4      7 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0  4   3.0  18 13.4  112 83.6  134 
Total 0 0  1     .7  7   5.0  20 14.2  113 80.1  141 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect. 
There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of value which was 
statistically significant. (rs (3) =.415, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the awareness, the 
higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, however, that 
the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=134) was fully aware of social workers 
performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants (n=133)  
considered this function very valuable (n=20) or extremely valuable (n=113). Since there are not 
many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability in scores. 
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There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables (value and 
awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it 
cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
 
Table 85 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Helping school districts 
Receive Adequate Support from Social and Mental Health Agencies 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    0   0    2 50.0     2 50.0      4 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  1 6.3    3 18.8    9 56.3      3 18.3    16 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    7   5.6  15 12.1  102 82.3  124 
Total 0 0  1   .7  10   6.9  26 18.1  107 74.3  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on helping school districts receive adequate support 
from social and mental health agencies. There was positive correlation between level of 
awareness and level of value which was statistically significant. (rs (6) =.438, p<.05). Results 
indicate that the higher the awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school 
social workers.  It is observed, however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents 
(n=124) was fully aware of social workers performing this function.  Additionally, the 
overwhelming number of participants (n=133) considered this function very valuable (n=26) or 
extremely valuable (n=107). Since there are not many observations at the lower scores on either 
variable, there is not any variability in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at 
the higher levels of both variables (value and awareness). Since there were not many 
observations at the lower ranks of both variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of 
awareness there is a lower level of value. 
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Table 86 
 
Administrators’ Level of Awareness by Level of Value Placed on Obtaining and Coordinating 
Community Resources to Meet Student Need 
Value Of No 
Value 
 Not So 
Valuable 
 Valuable  Very 
Valuable 
 Extremely 
Valuable 
 Total 
Awareness N %  N %  N %  N %  N %   
Unaware 0 0  0 0    1 50.0    1 50.0      0   0      2 
Somewhat 
Aware 
0 0  0 0    4 30.8    4 30.8      5 38.5    13 
Fully Aware 0 0  0 0    6    4.7  12 9.3  111 86.0  129 
Total 0 0  0 0  11 7.6  17 11.8  116 80.6  144 
 
  A Spearman’s rank-order correlation was run to determine the relationship between the 
level of awareness and level of value placed on obtaining and coordinating community resources 
to meet student need. There was positive correlation between level of awareness and level of 
value which was statistically significant. (rs (4) =.420, p<.05). Results indicate that the higher the 
awareness, the higher the value placed on this function of school social workers.  It is observed, 
however, that the overwhelming majority of the respondents (n=133) was fully aware of social 
workers performing this function.  Additionally, the overwhelming number of participants 
(n=113) considered this function very valuable (n=17) or extremely valuable (n=116). Since 
there are not many observations at the lower scores on either variable, there is not any variability 
in scores. There is an observed homogeneity of agreement at the higher levels of both variables 
(value and awareness). Since there were not many observations at the lower ranks of both 
variables, it cannot be claimed that at lower level of awareness there is a lower level of value. 
Summary of the Relationship between Level of Awareness and Value Placed 
The data shown in Tables 60-86, demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between 
the level of awareness and the level of value Pennsylvania public school administrators have of 
the role and function of school social work. Thus, answering research question 3: what is the 
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relationship between Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of awareness of the role 
and function of school social workers and the level of value they place on that role and function? 
Therefore, the hypothesis that the higher the level of awareness of the role and function of school 
social workers, the higher the valued placed on the role and function cannot be rejected.  
Open Ended Questions 
The prompt of the open-ended questions asked administrators to list any other roles or 
functions of social workers (Table 87) and to note which of these functions or tasks they find 
most valuable (Table 88). The answers to these questions revealed how the administrators 
viewed the role and functions of the social worker, and whether some of the tasks lie outside of 
the components of the National Practice Model. The prompt of the open-ended questions also 
asked administrators to list staff that completes the functions or tasks if the district and/or school 
does not have a social worker (Table 89) and their plans to advocate for the position (Table 90).  
The answers to these questions provide insight as to the likelihood the administrator will be 
advocating for the allocation of funds for the position, 
Table 87 
Frequency Distribution of Themes of Responses to “What other functions/tasks should school 
social workers be responsible for completing?” 
        N         % 
None, N/A, Unsure 50 35.9 
Connections with students, staff, families and resources 40 28.7 
Already have enough tasks 17 12.3 
Professional Development/Training for staff 17 12.3 
Homelessness issues 9   6.4 
Truancy/Attendance 6   4.4 
Total 139 100 
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 Table 87, shows a majority of administrators who responded to this open-ended question 
listed tasks/functions that are included in the survey: connections, professional development, and 
truancy/attendance. The task that was identified by nine administrators which was not 
specifically included in the survey was homelessness issues.  
Table 88 
Table 88, shows a majority, 72.8% of administrators who responded to this question 
currently have social workers in their district. These responses are consistent with the overall 
response rate to the survey. Seventy-five percent of all respondents had at least one social worker 
in their district. Only 24 respondents did not have a social worker in their district. When there 
was not a social worker in the district, about 20% of administrators reported the functions were 
completed either by school counselors or administrators.  This relates to Tower’s (2000) study 
that showed the blurred perception of the roles of school social worker, school psychologists, and 
school counselors.  
 
 
 
 
Frequency Distribution of Themes of Responses to “If your district does not employ a school 
worker(s) what staff member(s) complete the functions/tasks included in this survey?” 
 N % 
N/A, Already have a School Social Worker 101 72.8 
School Counselor 17 12.3 
Administration/Truancy Officer 11   7.9 
School Psychologist 3   2.1 
Teachers 3   2.1 
Support Staff 2   1.4 
Special Education Teachers/Nurse 2   1.4 
Totals 139 100 
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Table 89 
Frequency Distribution of Themes of Responses to “Of the functions/tasks described in the 
survey which do you find most valuable to your district and/or school?” 
 N % 
Connecting/Collaboration 68 48.9 
Mental Health/Counseling 28 20.2 
N/A, Can’t Say, Unsure  13   9.4 
Providing Programs 11   7.9 
Case management/Crisis management 9   6.5 
All Functions Described 7   5.0 
Professional Development 3   2.1 
Totals 139 100 
 
 Table 89, shows 48.9% of administrators value the function of connecting and 
collaborating the most. Connecting and collaborating are part of many functions listed in the 
survey. Another 20.2% reported that counseling was the most valuable function of school social 
workers. In a study of school social workers conducted by Kelly et al. (2010), over half of the 
respondents reported that the majority of their time was spent providing individual counseling. 
Thirty percent reported that most of their time was spent providing group counseling, and 21% 
reported that the majority of their time was spent doing family work (Kelly et al., 2010).   
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Table 90 
Frequency Distribution of Themes of Responses to “If your district does not employ a school 
social worker(s), please describe your plan if you have one to advocate for the position.” 
 N % 
N/A 80 60.4 
Already Have Them 30 22.5 
COVID-19/Budget will keep me from advocating  8   6.0 
Use Other Staff 7   5.2 
Could Use More School Social Worker, but have no plan 5   3.7 
Present Data and Benefits of having School Social Workers to the Board 3   2.2 
Total 133 100 
 Table 90, shows a majority of administrators did not respond and of those that did 
respond, 22.5% indicated that they already have social workers in their districts. A very small 
percent, 2.2% would be advocating for them by using data. Budget constraints and the current 
impact of COVID-19 were both specifically listed as reasons why administrator would not be 
advocating for the position.  
Summary 
In this study, a web-based questionnaire was used to explore Pennsylvania public school 
administrators’ level of awareness and level of value placed on the role and function of school 
social workers. Invitations were sent to all 500 Pennsylvania public school superintendents, and 
they were asked to forward the invitation to their administrative teams. 168 participants 
responded to the invitation.  
Data analysis was performed to evaluate participants’ responses to both closed-ended and 
open-ended question. Descriptive data regarding participants was evaluated as it relates to the 
demographic data about the participants in this study, the context of their experience with school 
social workers, their awareness of the role and function based on the National Practice Model, 
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and the level of value they place on that role and function.  Cross tabulations were used to 
explore both the level of awareness and the level of valued placed on the role and function, as 
well as the demographic information of the participants to look for patterns and gain more 
understanding of the trend of the responses.  
Structural coding was performed to analyze the four open-ended questions in the survey. 
Common themes and patterns discovered through the analysis supported the quantitative findings 
of the research questions. The results offered new information about the allocation of funding for 
the position of school social workers.  
 In Chapter 5, the analysis and synthesis of the data will be discussed. Furthermore, 
limitations of the research and recommendation for future studies will be presented.  
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Chapter 5: Analysis and Synthesis 
Introduction 
 This chapter provides an in-depth interpretation, analysis, and synthesis of the results of 
this study. Patterns among findings will be discussed, as well as how the literature corresponds 
with the findings. The three research questions will be the framework for this section. The 
chapter will conclude with a discussion of the study’s limitations and the transferability of the 
findings to other areas.  
The social work literature consists of descriptive studies about the role and function of 
school social workers (Costin, 1969; Allen-Meares, 2006; Kelly et al., 2010; Peckover, et al., 
2013). These studies attempt to explain the role of school social workers, to generate a list of 
tasks completed, and to recommend a service delivery model for the profession.  School staff 
from a variety of disciplines are required to work together and meet the needs of the students and 
their education. Therefore, administrators must have an awareness of the role and function of the 
staff including, school social workers. Findings from this study, as well as the survey itself, may 
help to increase the utilization of school social workers for meeting the needs of students so they 
can, in turn, excel academically. In this way, social workers can contribute directly to the school 
districts’ goals.  
Discussion of Results and Implications 
Tower (2000) conducted a study to learn about the attitudes towards school social 
workers from the perspective of special education staff and administrators. Tower (2000) 
hypothesized that educators' attitudes towards social worker are inhibiting the expansion 
of school social work services. In her study, 8% of the participants had experience with school 
social workers and 28% were knowledgeable of school social work functions. According to the 
study, participants with experience working with school social workers ranked the value of 
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school social work services significantly higher than those without experience working with 
school social workers. In this study, 86% of the administrators surveyed have worked with a 
school social worker in a school setting and 85% currently have one or more school social 
workers employed in their district.  Although the experience with school social workers is 
greater in this study, the findings seem to support Tower’s (2000) hypothesis. Tower (2000) 
stressed the importance of adopting and communicating clear professional roles. She suggested 
that school social workers are not greatly valued by school administrators because the 
administrators do now know what school social workers do. Findings in this study, suggest 
administrators do value the role and function of school social workers. Public school 
administrators in Pennsylvania are aware of the functions completed by a school social worker, 
as evidenced by their responses to the survey questions.  
Research Question 1 
In response to the question, “What is Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of 
awareness of the role and function of school social workers based on the National School Social 
Work Practice Model as operationalized in the areas: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services?  
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services? 
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services? 
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and 
teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources?  
f. Maximizing access community-based resources?”  
the level of awareness about the role and function of school social workers did not significantly 
vary among the different administrative roles and/or their geographic location.                                       
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As shown in Table 91, there were nine functions, which 80% of administrators were fully 
aware that school social workers complete (listed in descending percent order):  
• Identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect 
• Completing home visits to help connect families to schools and community resources 
• Obtaining and coordinating community resources to meet student need, 
• Providing crisis intervention 
• Helping school districts receive adequate support from social and mental health 
agencies  
• Assisting students in developing appropriate social interaction skills 
• Providing case management for students and families requiring multiple resources 
• Serving as a member of SAIP teams 
• Engaging families by providing education, training and support 
Table 91 
 
Level of Awareness of the Functions of School Social Workers 
 Unaware  
Somewhat 
Aware  
Fully 
Aware  Total 
 N %  N %  N %   
Identifying and Reporting Child Abuse and 
Neglect 0 0.0  8 5.4  139 94.6  147 
Completing Home Visits to Help Connect 
Families to Schools and Community Resources 5 3.4  10 6.8  132 89.8  147 
Obtaining and Coordinating Community 
Resources to Meet Student Need 4 2.7  15 10.1  130 87.2  149 
Providing Crisis Intervention 4 2.7  17 11.5  127 85.8  148 
Helping School Districts Receive Adequate  
Support from Social and Mental Health 
Agencies 5 3.4  17 11.4  127 85.2  149 
Assisting Students in Developing Appropriate 
Social Interaction Skills 2 1.3  23 15.4  124 83.2  149 
Providing Case Management for Students and 
Families Requiring Multiple Resources 4 2.7  23 15.3  123 82.0  150 
Serving as a Member of SAP Teams 7 4.7  20 13.4  122 81.9  149 
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Engaging Families by Providing Education, 
Training, and Support 3 2.0  25 16.8  121 81.2  149 
Serving as a Member of IST Teams 11 7.3  33 22.0  106 79.7  150 
Assisting parents to Access Programs that are 
Available to Students with Special Needs 7 4.7  25 16.7  118 78.7  150 
Providing Staff Consultation, Support and 
Development 4 2.8  27 18.6  114 78.6  145 
Developing Positive Behavior Intervention 
Strategies for Home and School 1 0.7  31 20.9  116 78.4  148 
Assisting with Conflict Resolution, Coping 
Strategies, and Anger Management 6 4.0  27 18.1  116 77.9  149 
Serving as a Member of SAIP Teams 10 6.7  26 17.3  114 76.0  150 
Providing Counseling 10 6.7  28 18.8  111 74.5  149 
Serving as a Member of IEP Teams 9 6.0  32 21.3  109 72.7  150 
Implementing Evidence-Based Prevention 
Programs and Curricula for Mental Health, 
Truancy, Substance Use and Drop-Out 5 3.4  36 24.2  108 72.5  149 
Conducting Evidence-Based Mental Health 
Programs 10 6.7  37 24.8  102 68.5  149 
Conducting Evidence-Based Truancy 
Prevention Programs 12 8.1  37 24.8  100 67.1  149 
Conducting Psychoeducational Groups to 
Address Negative School Behaviors 11 7.3  42 28.0  97 64.7  150 
Creating a Safe School Environment through 
Anti-Bullying Programs 11 7.3  44 29.3  95 63.3  150 
Conducting Evidence-Based Substance Abuse 
Prevention Programs 17 11.4  38 25.5  94 63.1  149 
Preparing Social or Developmental Histories on 
Students and/or Families 18 12.0  38 25.3  94 62.7  150 
Developing and Teaching Conflict Resolution 
Programs 6 4.1  45 30.4  97 62.5  148 
Conducting Evidence-Based Drop-Out 
Prevention Programs 14 9.5  45 30.4  89 60.1  148 
Providing Consultation Regarding School Law 
and Policy including IDEA, Section 504, and 
Attendance 20 13.4  43 28.9  86 57.7  149 
 
The findings in this study about administrators’ level of awareness of the role and 
function of school social workers are supported by the literature. Each of these functions relates 
to personal connection and professional collaboration, concepts identified as most valuable in the 
responses of 49% of administrators. Bye, et al. (2009) also found that working directly with 
students was the social work service most often reported by administrators.  School social 
SCHOOL SOCIAL WORKERS                                                                                                                                     187 
 
 
 
workers also spent much of their time completing case management activities, such as 
participating in meetings to address individual students' needs, making referrals, and completing 
paperwork. Consulting with school staff and developing and implementing school-wide 
prevention programs was also listed by administrators and school social workers as tasks often 
completed by school social workers.  
Administrators who chose to participate in this study have some level of awareness of the 
role and function of school social workers. Ninety-four percent of the administrators were fully 
aware that school social workers identify and report child abuse and neglect. Again, this finding 
is expected as social workers, as well as all school staff, are mandated reporters in the state of 
Pennsylvania and are trained annually by their district on this matter.  
The function administrators had the lowest level of awareness was providing consultation 
regarding school law and policy, including IDEA, Section 504, and attendance. Only 57% were 
fully aware that school social workers perform this function. Although it is not necessary for 
administrators to function as lawyers, education leaders do need to have a 
basic understanding of school law. Principals and administrators must be aware of the areas of 
legal responsibility that a school administrator may face on a daily basis (Chen, 2019). 
Administrators could be aided greatly by social workers who can offer their expertise regarding 
school law.  
Overall, a majority of Pennsylvania public school administrators who participated in this 
study have some level of awareness of the role and function of school social workers. According 
to the responses from this survey, more administrator training is not needed in awareness of the 
role and function.  
Many students come to school with issues related to internal and external influences, such 
as family discord, community violence, physical and mental health, social pressures, and 
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bullying.  These are barriers to learning and keep students low on Maslow’s hierarchy. School 
social workers can help students overcome these barriers in order to achieve the goal of 
academic success which is higher on the hierarchy (Nealis, 2013).  As demonstrated, by the high 
level of awareness among the administrators surveyed, they understand the role social worker’s 
play in helping students overcome these barriers. 
It is important to note, the majority (85%) of administrators included in this study have 
had experience working with school social workers in a school setting, therefore had knowledge 
about the role and function. Only 15% of administrators did not have experience working with a 
school social worker in a school setting, therefore, their awareness from experience would be 
lower. 
Research Question 2 
 In response to the research question, “What level of value do Pennsylvania school 
administrators place on the role and function of school social workers based on the National 
School Social Work Practice Model as operationalized in the areas of: 
a. Providing evidence-based educational services? 
b. Providing evidence-based behavioral services?  
c. Providing evidence-based mental health services?  
d. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to student learning and teaching? 
e. Maximizing access to school-based resources? 
f. Maximizing access to community-based resources?” 
 the level of value was not significantly different between the different roles and/or geographic 
locations. Education leaders are beginning to recognize that individuals’ needs are best 
understood by considering their social environment, a major principle in the field of social work 
for decades (Finigan-Carr & Shaia, 2018). Looking at the students’ social environment is 
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strongly supported by the open systems approach, thus leading to the value administrators place 
on the role and function of school social workers.  
Table 92 
Level of Value Placed on the Functions of School Social Workers 
 
Low 
Value  Valuable   
High 
Value  Total 
 N %  N %  N %   
Identifying and Reporting Child Abuse and 
Neglect 1 0.7  7 4.9  136 94.4  144 
Completing Home Visits to Help Connect 
Families to Schools and Community Resources 1 0.7  9 6.2  135 93.1  145 
Engaging Families by Providing Education, 
Training, and Support 2 1.4  9 6.2  134 92.4  145 
Helping School Districts Receive Adequate 
Support from Social and Mental Health Agencies 1 0.7  10 6.9  134 92.4  145 
Obtaining and Coordinating Community 
Resources to Meet Student Need 0 0.0  11 7.6  134 92.4  145 
Providing Crisis Intervention 1 0.7  12 8.3  132 91.0  145 
Providing Case Management for Students and 
Families Requiring Multiple Resources 1 0.7  12 8.3  132 91.0  145 
Assisting parents to Access Programs that are 
Available to Students with Special Needs 3 2.1  11 7.6  131 90.3  145 
Developing Positive Behavior Intervention 
Strategies for Home and School 1 0.7  14 9.7  129 89.6  144 
Assisting Students in Developing Appropriate 
Social Interaction Skills 2 1.4  14 9.7  129 89.0  145 
Implementing Evidence-Based Prevention 
Programs and Curricula for Mental Health, 
Truancy, Substance Use and Drop-Out 2 1.4  15 10.3  128 88.3  145 
Assisting with Conflict Resolution, Coping 
Strategies, and Anger Management 2 1.4  15 10.4  127 88.2  144 
Conducting Evidence-Based Mental Health 
Programs 3 2.1  19 9.7  127 88.2  144 
Conducting Evidence-Based Truancy Prevention 
Programs 3 2.1  16 11.0  126 86.9  145 
Serving as a Member of SAIP Teams 1 0.7  20 13.9  123 85.4  144 
Serving as a Member of SAP Teams 2 1.4  19 13.3  122 85.3  143 
Providing Counseling 5 3.4  18 12.4  122 84.1  145 
Conducting Evidence-Based Drop-Out Prevention 
Programs 1 0.7  22 15.3  121 84.0  144 
Conducting Psychoeducational Groups to Address 
Negative School Behaviors 4 2.8  20 13.8  121 83.4  145 
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Developing and Teaching Conflict Resolution 
Programs 2 1.4  23 15.9  120 82.8  145 
Creating a Safe School Environment through Anti-
Bullying Programs 3 2.1  23 15.9  119 82.1  145 
Conducting Evidence-Based Substance Abuse 
Prevention Programs 3 2.1  23 15.9  119 82.1  145 
Providing Staff Consultation, Support and 
Development 4 2.8  24 16.7  116 80.6  144 
Preparing Social or Developmental Histories on 
Students and/or Families 7 4.8  24 16.6  114 78.6  145 
Serving as a Member of IST Teams 6 4.2  30 20.8  108 75.0  144 
Serving as a Member of IEP Teams 5 3.4  35 24.1  105 72.4  145 
Providing Consultation Regarding School Law 
and Policy including  IDEA, Section 504, and 
Attendance 20 13.9  23 16.0  101 70.0  144 
 
As shown in Table 92, over 90% of administrators placed a high level of value on nine 
functions (listed in decending percent order):  
• Identifying and reporting child abuse and neglect 
• Completing home visits to help connect families to schools and community resources,  
• Engaging families by providing, education, training, and support 
• Helping school districts receive adequate support from social and mental health 
agencies 
• Obtaining and coordinating community resource to meet student need, 
• Providing crisis intervention 
• Providing case management for students and families requiring multiple resources  
• Assisting parent to access programs that are available to students with special needs.  
Connections and collaboration were listed in the open-ended questions by 49% of the 
administrators as the most valuable function school social workers complete. This finding is 
supported in Tower’s (2000) study; these were the same functions administrators in this study 
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scored at a high level of awareness.  Her study demonstrated that educators who valued the role 
of school social workers were those with more knowledge of the role of social work.  
The function administrators valued least was providing consultation regarding school law 
and policy including IDEA, Section 504, and attendance. Only 70% of administrators placed a 
high level of value on this function of school social workers. As described above, administrators 
view this function as part of their own role in a district and do not find value in having another 
staff person support this function.  
These findings are also supported by the work of Bye, et al. (2009), who suggested that, 
for school social work to be sustained, the school organization must understand and value the 
roles and responsibilities of social workers. An increasing number of students are facing complex 
problems (bullying, mental impairments, homelessness, etc.). Although many students may be 
resilient, some find these problems to be barriers to their learning. Within schools, school social 
workers are in a unique position to make a powerful contribution. Their role is critical to the 
social and emotional needs of students, and the support of school administrators is needed to 
fully realize the value of this role (Higy et al., 2014). Overall, the majority of administrators 
surveyed placed a high level of value on the role and function of school social workers.  
Research Question 3 
In response to the question, “What is the relationship between Pennsylvania public school 
administrators’ level of awareness of the role and function of school social workers and the level 
of value they place on that role and function?”, the researcher of this study hypothesized that the 
relationship between Pennsylvania public school administrators’ level of awareness of the role 
and function of school social workers and the level of value they place on that role and function 
would be positive; as awareness increased, so would the value placed upon it.  
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The correlational data between the two data sets (awareness and value) demonstrated a 
significantly positive correlation between all functions listed in the survey. These findings are 
once again supported by Tower’s (2000) work demonstrating a correlation between attitudes and 
knowledge. Her findings are consistent with her initial assumptions: Because of their lack of 
exposure to school-based services, many special educators in Nevada did not understand the 
roles of school social workers. Special educators placed low value on social workers due to their 
lack of knowledge about the profession. Her study demonstrated that educators who held more 
positive and supportive attitudes were those with more knowledge about the role of social work 
in special education programs. 
The administrators participating in this study, reported a relatively high level of 
awareness and also placed a relatively high level of value on the functions of school social 
worker, as described in the survey instrument. The correlation data supported the researched 
hypothesis that the higher the level of awareness the higher the valued placed upon the role and 
function of school social workers.  
Limitations  
Context and Participants 
A problem in all survey research is that respondents are almost always self-selected. Not 
everyone who receives a survey is likely to answer it, no matter how many times they are 
reminded or what incentives are offered. If those who choose to respond are different in some 
important way from those who do not, the results may not reflect the opinions or behaviors of the 
entire population under study.  Administrators who chose to respond to this survey, as well as 
those who chose to forward the survey onto their administrative teams, may differ in some way 
from those administrators who chose not to respond. For example, the survey explored the value 
participants placed on school social work; those who did not complete the survey may not have 
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done so because they do not place value on school social work.  
This survey was sent to school leaders, who were working under the demanding and 
chaotic circumstances of opening, reopening, and/or closing school districts due to the COVID-
19 virus (Harris & Jones, 2020) during the fall of 2020. As Netolicky (2020) noted, school 
leaders have had to act quickly with foresight, but also with careful consideration of options, 
consequences, and side effects of actions taken. A new leadership order has emerged which has 
no leadership standards, no preparation, or development programs. There are no precedents or 
blueprint to help school leaders through COVID-19 (Harris & Jones, 2020). The researcher 
attributes the low survey return rates to these extenuating circumstances.  
 In addition to the decisions that school leaders need to make during the 2020-2021 school 
year surrounding opening, reopening, and closing due to the COVID-19 virus, there is a 
tremendous amount of turnover among school leadership.  The average superintendent will stay 
in their position for about 3 1/2 years, according to the Pennsylvania Association of School 
Administrators (PASA).  In Pennsylvania, the district’s school board elects the superintendent, 
who then acts as its 10th member.  The superintendents are not voting members, but they do 
carry out the board's day-to-day work in the district (Pennsylvania Association of School 
Administrators, 2021). When that relationship becomes strained the board can remove a 
superintendent, or a superintendent may choose to separate from service (leave or retire). The 
COVID-19 era has created strained relationships between communities and schools due to 
reopening and closing plans (Harris & Jones, 2020). 
 A review of school district websites revealed an increase in the number of acting 
superintendents and interim superintendents, indicating that those school districts were in the 
process of a change of leadership. These changes in leadership could also contribute to the low 
response rate among the 500 superintendents in the state.  
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Instrument 
 
 The researcher developed a survey tool, Pennsylvania Public School Administrators’ 
Awareness of the Role and Function of School Social Workers based on the School Social Work 
Practice Model, to reflect the current literature and the National Practice Model (Frey et. al., 
2013).  The self-administered survey consists of 17 closed-ended questions and four open-ended 
questions (See Appendix A).  Survey questions assessed administrators’ level of awareness of 
the role and function of school social workers and the level of value they place upon that role and 
function based on the three goals of the National Practice Model. There are six questions that use 
a Semantic Differential Scale (Treadwell & Davis, 2020), which pairs opposite ideas regarding a 
concept and invites the respondent to decide where between the two opposites their opinion lies. 
The scale ranges between fully aware=3, somewhat aware=2 and unaware=1. Since the survey 
asked attitudinal rather than factual questions the choices were designed to encourage 
respondents to offer an opinion. Neutral responses such as “neither agree nor disagree” were not 
options. There are six questions that use a different Semantic Scale. This scale ranges from 
Extremely Valuable=5, Very Valuable=4, Valuable=3, Not So Valuable=2, and Of No Value=1. 
As such, these questions generated ordinal data (Laerd Statistics, 2020). However, these two 
scales were not sensitive to minor differences in either awareness level or level of value placed 
on the function. A scale with a wider range of choices may have better detected slight differences 
in these two variable. For example using a scale 1-10 and defining the end points as Unaware 
and Fully Aware or Extremely Valuable and Of No Value and asking respondents to rate their 
awareness and value on the scale. Having a larger range of choice may have given respondents a 
choice that better fit their experience.  
 Also the survey did not include any identifying information, therefore, the researcher did 
not know which responses came from the same districts, as superintendents were asked to 
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forward the survey to their administrative teams. This information may have been helpful in 
identifying patterns of responses among school organizations. Lastly, the survey did not include 
information about the size of the district. This information may have also been helpful in 
identifying patterns of responses.  
Transferability 
Results of this study may be helpful to the field of education and school social work as 
they give insight into administrators’ awareness and value placed upon the role and function of 
school social workers. However, this study only represents Pennsylvania public school 
administrators’ perspective and the role and function school social worker serve in Pennsylvania. 
The role and function of school social workers outside the state was not considered or included, 
though the survey was based on the National Practice Model.  Therefore, the results cannot be 
generalized to all school administrators across the United States. 
Possible Threat to Validity 
 As stated above, the researcher contributes the low number of completed surveys 
(N=158) to administrators working on COVID-19 conditions. Administrator had to develop and 
respond to reopening and closing plans, unlike any other time in their history. For this reason, in 
this is study, history is defined as a threat to validity.  
Summary 
 This chapter expanded upon the results of this study. Overall, Pennsylvania public school 
administrators are aware of the role and function of school social workers. They also place a high 
level of value on the role and function. Their awareness was positively correlated to the level of 
value placed on the role and function. Therefore, by increasing awareness of the role and 
function, the value placed on the role and function will also increase. 
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 The next chapter will explore recommendations for future research and expanding upon 
this topic.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Recommendation 
Introduction 
Considering the importance of administrators’ understanding of the role and function of 
the school social worker, there has been little research on this topic. One of the goals of this 
study was to fill the gap in literature. A literature search was completed by Bye, Shepard, 
Partidge, and Alvarez in 2008 and they found seven articles that focused on principals’ 
perceptions of school social work services. In 2018, Gherardi and Whittley-Jerome concluded 
that new direction in school social work research will support the advancement of social work 
within schools. Before this advocacy can occur more research on the ways in which 
administrators understand the role of school social workers must be conducted.  Given that 
school administrators have a significant influence on hiring and defining the roles of social 
workers, in-depth studies of current administrator perceptions and areas that they would suggest 
for growth would be helpful for the field. 
This study found the administrators surveyed do have an awareness and place a high level 
of value on the role of social workers their schools. The results revealed this is not the barrier to 
the advancement of social work with school. There were limited responses (N=139) to the 
opened-ended question about advocating for the position, as majority (N=134) of the 
administrators had social workers in their district. The responses revealed other barriers to the 
advancement of social work in schools such as budget constraints, especially during the COVID-
19 era.  
Conclusions 
This study has implications for advocating for school social work. Since Pennsylvania 
public school administrators are aware of and value the role and function of school social 
worker, advocacy in the state for the position does not need to start with education. Advocacy 
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needs to focus on other barriers to the position being added to school district staff. Much of the 
literature reviewed for this study focused on the need for administrators to understand and value 
the role social workers play in the school. Some research showed the lack of awareness and 
knowledge about the position to be the reason administrators were not advocating for the social 
workers. This study demonstrated the opposite; the administrators were aware of and did place a 
high value on the role and function. The administrators in this study are not advocating for the 
position because they already have school social workers. Rather it is budget constraints that do 
not allow for expansion of the position. In order to successfully advocate for school social 
workers, solutions to budget constraints must be considered.   
In addition, the literature and the findings from this study support the need for evidence-
based practices in the field of school social work. The functions listed in the survey specifically 
included evidence-based interventions. Administrators placed a high level of value on these 
functions, therefore, evidence-based intervention need to be consistently utilized and more need 
to be created for use in the field.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
This exploratory research study adds knowledge to both the Pennsylvania public school 
educational and social work worlds. The research points out the awareness of the functions of a 
school social worker and the value placed on those functions. There are insights to be gained 
from the administrators in the study for policy and practice changes or improvements. Future 
research could benefit from continued work in breaking down data with urban, suburban, and 
rural communities in contrast for available resources for the school districts, students, and 
families. Future research could also benefit from continued work in exploring the use of school 
social workers in relation to the size of the school district. Another area of possible research 
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could compare and contrast school that employ school social workers and those schools that do 
not employ school social workers.  
Bye et al (2009) offered ideas for increasing funding for school districts to employ school 
social workers; there would be a benefit of exploring the various available funding resources 
with administrators to increase their awareness of the position. In addition, the importance of the 
school board’s role was mentioned throughout the various studies done previously. Research 
gathering the perceptions of school board members’ awareness of and value placed upon the role 
and function of school social workers would be critical, as they are in the position of ultimately 
approving, social work (and other) positions within districts. The literature could also benefit 
from an exploration of school social workers’ perspective based on their licensure and education 
levels and how those impacts the administrators’ value of their role and function. 
Finally, additional insight could be gained about the value placed upon the role and 
function of school social workers and their utilization in schools by conducting focus groups 
with administrators. School social workers are increasingly expected to operate from an 
evidence-based practice framework (Powers et al., 2011). Future research could help support the 
findings from a study conducted by Alvarez, Bye, Bryant and Mumm (2013) which indicated 
that school social workers should continue to implement and expand on evidence-based 
programs and practices in order to increase students’ high school completion, regardless of 
whether they work in elementary, middle or high schools. This type of research could also 
uncover barriers to the advancement of the field of social work and the effectiveness of current 
education practices in public school districts. 
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Appendix B: Preliminary Survey Instrument 
 
This instrument was used during the cognitive interviews. Feedback from those interview was 
used to develop the final survey instrument.  
 
Pennsylvania Public School Administrators’ Awareness of the Role and Function of School 
Social Workers based on the School Social Work Practice Model 
 
1. What type of district are you employed? 
 ____ Rural 
 ____ Urban 
 
2. What level of administrator are you? 
  ____ Building Level 
 ____ District Level 
 
3. Does your district employ School Social Workers? 
 ____ Yes 
 ____ No 
 
4. Are you familiar with the School Social Work Practice Model? 
____ Yes 
____ No 
 
 
 
For each of the following statements, please check 
 the degree to which you agree or disagree. 
 
 Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
5. School social workers provide evidence-based 
educational services. 
    
6. School social workers provide evidence-based 
behavioral services. 
    
7. School social workers provide evidence-based 
mental health services.  
    
8. School social workers promote a school climate and 
culture conducive to student learning.  
    
9. School social workers promote a school climate 
culture conducive to teaching. 
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10. School social workers maximize access to school-
based resources.  
    
11. School social workers maximize access to 
community-based resources.  
    
12. Providing evidence-based educational services is 
valuable to my school and/or district. 
    
13. Providing evidence-based behavioral services is 
valuable to my school and/or district.  
    
14. Providing evidence-based mental health services is 
valuable to my school and/or district 
    
15. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to 
student learning is valuable to my school and/or 
district. 
    
16. Promoting a school climate and culture conducive to 
teaching is valuable to my school and/or district.  
    
17. Maximizing access to school-based resources is 
valuable to my school and/or district 
    
18. Maximizing access to community-based resources is 
valuable to my school and/or district.  
    
 
 
19. Please identify any other roles or functions not already explored of a School Social 
Worker. 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
 
20. Based on your knowledge of the role and function of school social workers and value you 
placed on the role and function, will you be advocating for the allocation of funds for the 
position(s) of school social worker? 
 ____ Yes 
 ____ No 
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Appendix C: Survey Feedback Form 
 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the pilot test of my survey. Your opinions and feedback 
will be very important to the success of my upcoming research project. The feedback you 
provide will be kept confidential and will only be used to help me make any needed changes to 
the survey.   
 
Please respond to the following questions. I am asking that you consider the instructions given in 
the survey, the questions and the question’s scale as you are offering your feedback 
 
Feedback Questions 
 
5. Please comment on the length of the questionnaire. 
a. Was the survey too short or too long? 
b. What should be added or deleted from the survey? 
 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
6. Please comment on the survey format.  
a. Were the questions and responses easy to read? 
b. Were the questions and responses well organized?  
c. What changes would you recommend to the order of the questions? 
d. What changes would you recommend in the display of the questionnaire (font 
size, use of bold, italics, boxes, etc.)? 
 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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7. Please comment on the wording of the questions. 
a. Were any questions awkward or confusing to answer? 
b. Were the questions easy to understand? 
c. What recommendations do you have for improving the wording of the questions? 
 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
8. To help determine if we are addressing our study’s objectives, please share with us your 
understanding of the purpose of our survey.  
 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
We thank you for your time and feedback. 
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Appendix D: Kutztown University Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
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Appendix E: Second Email Sent to Administrators 
 
Dear Participant: 
My name is Jen Marshall, LSW and I am a school social worker with 20 years of 
experience. I am currently a Doctoral Candidate at Kutztown University, in the Doctor of Social 
Work program. I am completing my dissertation, exploring Pennsylvania Public School 
Administrators’ Awareness of and the Value Placed on the Role and Function of School Social 
Workers. The purpose of this study is to provide useful insights into the views of school 
administrators about the utility of and value of school social work. I am inviting you to 
participate in this research study by completing the survey. Please see the link below. 
Your help is still needed. If you have already completed this survey, thank you for 
your help. Please consider forwarding this email to your administrative team 
to help increase the response and data collected. 
 I am sending this email to you, as well as the other 500 superintendents in Pennsylvania 
and I am hoping that you can forward this email to the rest of your administrative team to help us 
increase the response and data collected. This Survey Monkey questionnaire will require 10-15 
minutes to complete. Participation is strictly voluntary and you may refuse to participate at any 
time without penalty. There is no compensation for responding nor is there any known risks. The 
questionnaire does not include identifying information, all data collected will be grouped 
together and remain confidential and anonymous.  The data collected will provide useful 
information for the field of education. 
If you have any questions about this study, feel free to contact Jen 
Marshall, jmars574@live.kutztown.edu or the dissertation chair, Dr. 
Vafeas, vafeas@kutztown.edu at the Center for the Study of School Social Work at Kutztown 
University. Information on the rights of human subjects in research is available through 
Kutztown’s Institutional Review Board https://www.kutztown.edu/about-ku/administrative-
offices/grants-and-sponsored-projects/institutional-review-board-(irb).html. If you have any 
questions or concerns about the rights of research participants, please contact the IRB Committee 
at Kutztown University at 484-646-4167. 
Thank you for your assistance, 
Jen Marshall, LSW 
Here is the link to the survey. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2V7WFD3 
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Appendix F: Third Email Sent to Administrators 
 
Dear Superintendent: 
  
Your help is still needed!! If you have completed this survey, thank you so much for 
your help. If not, please see below.  
  
Dr. George Ioannidis, Superintendent of the Spring Grove Area School District has endorsed this 
study. He has said, “In our leadership capacity as school leaders, we all received a survey from 
our fellow school social worker Jen Marshal, LSW, who is completing her doctoral study. This 
study could provide useful information for school leadership in our efforts to provide the best 
services to our children. I know we are very busy under the difficult circumstances of COVID- 
19, but I encourage you to take a few minutes to complete this worthwhile survey and forward 
the survey to your leadership teams." 
  
This Survey Monkey questionnaire will require 10-15 minutes to complete. Participation is 
strictly voluntary and you may refuse to participate at any time without penalty. There is no 
compensation for responding nor are there any known risks. The questionnaire does not include 
identifying information, all data collected will be grouped together and remain confidential and 
anonymous.  The data collected will provide useful information for the field of education. 
  
If you have any questions about this study, feel free to contact Jen 
Marshall, jmars574@live.kutztown.edu or the dissertation chair, Dr. 
Vafeas, vafeas@kutztown.edu at the Center for the Study of School Social Work at Kutztown 
University. Information on the rights of human subjects in research is available through 
Kutztown’s Institutional Review Board https://www.kutztown.edu/about-ku/administrative-
offices/grants-and-sponsored-projects/institutional-review-board-(irb).html. If you have any 
questions or concerns about the rights of research participants, please contact the IRB Committee 
at Kutztown University at 484-646-4167. 
 
Thank you for your assistance, 
Jen Marshall, LSW 
Here is the link to the survey. 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2V7WFD3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
